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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

In December 2006, the City of Rancho Cordova (City) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
published the Rio del Oro Specific Plan Project Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (Rio del Oro DEIR/DEIS), which is a joint document that meets the requirements of both the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The City is the lead
agency under CEQA, and USACE is the lead agency under NEPA. The DEIR/DEIS assessed the potential
environmental impacts of implementing the proposed Rio del Oro development project. The project/action
proposes a specific plan that would permit a mixed-use development on approximately 3,828 acres in Rancho
Cordova, California, in eastern Sacramento County. Elliott Homes and GenCorp are co-project applicants
requesting overall development entitlements from the City. Elliott Homes is seeking specific development
entitlements on approximately 1,100 acres (e.g., tentative subdivision maps and other specific entitlements for
immediate, short-term development) as part of the project. GenCorp is seeking overall development entitlements
on the remaining 2,728 acres, but has not proposed tentative subdivision maps or other specific development
entitlements necessary for immediate or short-term development as part of this proposal. Both applicants are
requesting authorization of a Department of the Army permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for
impacts on approximately 27.9 acres of waters of the United States, as well as other federal authorizations

(e.g., Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act)
as part of the proposed project.

Buildout of the project would be split into five phases and is anticipated to occur over a 25- to 30-year period.
The project provides for construction of approximately 11,601 residential dwelling units in three residential land
use classifications on 1,920 acres. Commercial land uses would include Village Commercial, Local Town Center,
and Regional Town Center (totaling 133 acres of shopping centers); Business Park (86 acres); and Industrial Park
(282 acres). Various neighborhood parks totaling 63 acres would be developed. There would also be 54 acres of
Private Recreation land uses, 9.5 acres of Public/Quasi Public Use, 44 acres of Landscape Corridor, and 50 acres
of Greenbelt land uses. Two elderberry preserve areas, consisting of 10 acres and 14 acres, respectively, have
been designated on the project site in areas with the greatest concentration of elderberry shrubs. In addition to
155 acres of drainage parkways, 39 acres of stormwater detention basins would be created in three separate
locations. A 507-acre wetland preserve area is also proposed in the southern portion of the project site. Designated
school uses include a combined high school/middle school (78 acres) with an adjacent 87-acre community park, a
separate middle school (20 acres), and six elementary schools (54 acres). The project also includes new water,
sewer, electrical, natural gas, and communications services. Approximately 227 acres of roadways and associated
landscaping, along with a network of bicycle and pedestrian trails, would be constructed. In addition, the project
includes various improvements to on- and off-site infrastructure and roadways to support the project.

The DEIR/DEIS was circulated for public review and comment for a period of 60 days that ended on February 5,
2007. At the end of the public review period, comments were received on the DEIR/DEIS. The City and USACE
reviewed those comments to identify specific environmental concerns and determine whether any additional
environmental analysis would be required to respond to issues raised in the comments. The City and USACE
subsequently determined that the biology and water-supply portions of the DEIR/DEIS should be recirculated,
as discussed below.

Rio del Oro Specific Plan Project Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental DEIS EDAW
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1.1.1  RecIRCULATION OF THE DEIR PURSUANT TO CEQA

The recirculation of an environmental impact report (EIR) is governed by Section 21092.1 of the Public
Resources Code. This section states that:

When significant new information is added to an environmental impact report after notice has
been given pursuant to Section 21092 and consultation has occurred pursuant to Sections 21104
and 21153, but prior to certification, the public agency shall give notice again pursuant to
Section 21092, and consult again pursuant to Sections 21104 and 21153 before certifying the
environmental impact report.

Significant new information is defined in Section 15088.5(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines:

As used in this section, the term *“information” can include changes in the project or
environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New information added to
an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project
alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to implement.

“Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the
project's proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

1.1.2 CIRCULATION OF A SUPPLEMENTAL EIS PURSUANT TO NEPA

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Guidelines require a supplemental environmental impact statement
(EIS) when:

» The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to
environmental concerns; or,

» There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns
and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts, or,

» When the agency determines that the purposes of NEPA will be furthered by doing so (40
Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section 1502.9[c]).

The regulations governing preparation of a supplemental EIS function to maintain a transparent record of the
information supporting a lead agency’s decision. The CEQ regulations defining NEPA’s purpose state that
“NEPA procedures must insure that environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before

EDAW Rio del Oro Specific Plan Project Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental DEIS
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decisions are made and before actions are taken” (40 CFR Section 1500.1[b]). This public and agency review of
NEPA defines the purposes of the statute for application of 40 CFR Section 1502.9(c).

1.1.3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIR/DEIS

As required by Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City and USACE will evaluate and respond to
all comments that have been received on the 2006 DEIR/DEIS, and any new comments that are received on the
sections included in the Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The City and USACE are required to respond
only to comments on the Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental DEIS that relate to the areas of analysis in the
recirculated document: biology and water supply. All comments and responses will be included in the final
environmental impact report (FEIR)/final environmental impact statement (FEIS).

1.2 CONTENT OF THE RECIRCULATED DEIR/SUPPLEMENTAL DEIS

This Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental DEIS includes a revised water-supply analysis that describes the various
sources of water for the project, including short-term sources for development Phase 1 and long-term water
supplies for all phases of development (development phases 1-5) and impacts from providing water to the project.
The revised water-supply analysis addresses the elements set forth in the case of Vineyard Area Citizens for
Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova, 40 Cal. 4th 412 (2007), which was decided after the 2006
DEIR/DEIS was released. These elements include the reasonable likelihood of the water sources proving
available; identification and quantification of water demand from project and cumulative development; reasonable
likelihood of identified water supply meeting the demands of project and cumulative development; analysis of
alternative sources of water and project contingencies (including curtailment) if water-supply sources are not
reasonably likely; and impacts of water-supply infrastructure. The revised water-supply analysis includes
consideration of potentially significant impacts that could result from constructing a new water conveyance
pipeline and booster pump station, as well as potentially significant impacts that could occur from curtailment of
development. These impacts were not discussed as part of the previously released 2006 DEIR/DEIS.

The revised water-supply analysis contains “significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts under the NEPA process” (40 CFR
Section 1502.9[c]). Because the revised water-supply analysis contains a new in-depth discussion of water supply
and certainty, this information forms part of the record supporting decision making under NEPA. Accordingly,
this record should be made public because per the goals of NEPA as discussed above and at 40 CFR Section
1500.1(b).

The Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental DEIS also contains a revised biological resources section and additional
analysis of project consistency with the biological resources goals in the City’s general plan. Although this
analysis does not necessarily meet the CEQA standards for recirculation, the City wishes to provide the public
with an opportunity to review and comment on this new information and analysis. The revised biological
resources analysis also incorporates information that responds to comments raised during the DEIR/DEIS public
review period to ensure that the analysis considers significant, relevant public comments. Additionally, this
section contains new information related to additional biological resource studies that have been performed by the
applicants since the DEIR/DEIS was circulated, and some of the mitigation measures have been expanded or
clarified. The expanded mitigation measures do not result in new significant impacts.

Consistent with the requirements of Section 15088.5(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this Recirculated
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS contains only those sections of the previously released 2006 DEIR/DEIS in which
significant new information is provided (i.e., biological resources and water supply), and associated information.
The Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental DEIS consists of the chapters and sections described below.

Chapter 1, “Introduction”: Chapter 1 describes the purpose and organization of the Recirculated
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

Rio del Oro Specific Plan Project Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental DEIS EDAW
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Executive Summary, Table ES-1: The table summarizing the impacts and mitigation measures has been revised
to reflect changes made to the biological resources and water-supply sections.

Section 3.5, “Utilities and Service Systems—Water Supply”: Only the water-supply portion of this section is
being recirculated/supplemented.

Section 3.10, “Biological Resources”: This section updates the biological resources section, as described above.

Chapter 5, “References’: This chapter sets forth a comprehensive listing of all sources of information used in
the preparation of the Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

Chapter 6, “Report Preparers”: This chapter identifies the authors and other preparers of the Recirculated
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

1.3 RELATIONSHIP TO THE DEIR/DEIS

Consistent with the requirements of the CEQA guidelines and regulations, this Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS is being made available on April 15, 2008, for a CEQA public review period of 45 days. The CEQA public-
review period ends on May 30, 2008. During this period, the general public, agencies, and organizations may
submit written comments on the Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental DEIS to the lead agencies as follows:

Patrick Angell

City of Rancho Cordova

2729 Prospect Park Drive, Suite 220
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

Fax: (916) 361-1574

Email: PAngell@PMCWorld.com

Kathleen Dadey

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Branch
1325 J Street, Room 1480

Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Fax: (916) 557-6877

E-mail: Kathleen.a.Dadey@spk01.usace.army.mil

Consistent with the requirements of the NEPA guidelines and regulations, the Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental
DEIS will be made available for a 60-day NEPA public review period that will start immediately following
publication of the Notice of Intent in the Federal Register.

Pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 15088.5(f)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, reviewers should limit
their comments to the materials contained in this Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental DEIS. The City and USACE
are not required to respond to comments that do not relate to materials contained in this Recirculated
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS.

As required under Sections 15087 and 15088.5(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City has sent a notice of
availability to all those who submitted comments on the DEIR, and to all organizations and members of the public
who were on the City’s distribution list for the DEIR. As required under NEPA, USACE has also published a
notice of availability in the Federal Register.

After close of the comment period, the City and USACE will consider all comments received on this Recirculated
DEIR/Supplemental DEIS, prepare responses as required, and prepare the FEIR/FEIS. The FEIR/FEIS will
consist of comments on the previously released 2006 DEIR/DEIS, comments on the Recirculated DEIR/
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Supplemental DEIS, responses to comments, and any text changes, and will be circulated for a period of 30 days
pursuant to NEPA regulations. The EIR will be considered by the City Council for certification if it is determined
that the EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA. Similarly, the EIS will be considered by USACE for
adoption it if is determined that the EIS has been prepared in compliance with NEPA. After the EIR is certified,
the City Council will consider the project for approval. After the EIS is adopted, USACE will consider the
proposed project for approval, and will publish a Record of Decision explaining the course of action it has chosen
to pursue.

Rio del Oro Specific Plan Project Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental DEIS EDAW
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Table ES-1

Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives

Mitigation PP HD M NF NP
3.5 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—WATER SUPPLY
Program Level
3.5-1: Need for Initial Water Supplies for Development Phase 1A. Project Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
implementation would result in a need for an initial water supply to the project site for LTS, No LTS, No LTS, No LTS, No No Indirect
development Phase 1A until the SCWA facilities (the Vineyard Surface WTP, the FRWP,  Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect
and the NSAPP) have been constructed and are online.
PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.
3.5-2: Need for Initial Water Supplies for the Remaining Phase 1 Development. Direct & S, Direct & S, Direct& S, Direct& S, No Direct,

Project implementation would result in a need for an initial water supply to the project site
for the remaining Phase 1 development until the SCWA facilities (Vineyard Surface WTP,
the FRWP, and the NSAPP) have been constructed and are online.

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.5-2: Submit Proof of Water Supply Availability

No Indirect

No Indirect

No Indirect

No Indirect

No Indirect

The following shall be required for all legislative-level development projects, including community plans, general plan amendments, specific plans, rezonings, and
other plan-level discretionary entitlements, but excluding tentative subdivisions maps, parcel maps, use permits, and other project-specific discretionary land-use

entitlements or approvals:

» Proposed water supplies and delivery systems shall be identified at the time of development project approval to the satisfaction of the City. The water agency or
company proposing to provide service (collectively referred to as “water provider”) to the project may provide several alternative methods of supply and/or
delivery, provided that each is capable individually of providing water to the project. The project applicant or water provider shall make a factual showing prior
to project approval that the water provider or providers proposing to serve the development project has or have legal entitlements to the identified water supplies
or that such entitlements are reasonably foreseeable by the time of subsequent, project-specific discretionary land-use entitlements or approvals. This factual
showing shall also demonstrate that the water provider’s identified water supply is reasonably reliable over the long term (at least 20 years) under normal,

single-dry and multiple-dry years.

The following shall be required for project-specific discretionary land-use entitlements and approvals including, but not limited to, all tentative subdivision maps,

parcel maps, or use permits:

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Table ES-1
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives

Mitigation PP HD M NF NP

» An assured water supply and delivery system shall be available or reasonably foreseeable at the time of project approval. The water agency providing service to
the project may provide several alternative methods of supply and/or delivery, provided that each is capable individually of providing water to the project.

» The project applicant, water agency (or agencies), or water company (or companies) providing water service to the project site shall make a factual showing
consistent with, or the City shall impose conditions similar to, those required by Government Code section 66473.7 in order to ensure an adequate water supply
for development authorized by the project. Prior to recordation of any final subdivision map, or prior to City approval of any similar project-specific
discretionary land use approval or entitlement required for nonresidential uses, the project applicant or water provider shall demonstrate the availability of a
long-term, reliable water supply for the amount of development that would be authorized by the final subdivision map or project-specific discretionary non-
residential approval or entitlement. This assurance of water supply shall identify that the water provider has legal entitlement to the water source and that the
water source is reasonably reliable (at least 20 years) under normal, dry and multiple dry years. Such demonstration shall consist of a written certification from
the water provider that either existing sources are available or that needed improvements will be in place prior to occupancy.

Timing: Before approval of project-specific discretionary land-use entitlements and approvals, including all final small-lot maps; or for nonresidential projects,
before issuance of use permits, building permits, or other entitlements.

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-2 would reduce significant impacts related to the need for initial water supplies to serve the remaining Phase 1
development under the under the Proposed Project, High Density, Impact Minimization, and No Federal Action Alternatives to a less-than-significant level
because the City would require written certification verifying the availability of a long-term, reliable water supply for the project or that needed improvements will
be in place prior to occupancy.

If water supply for remaining Phase 1 development is not available because of unknown or unforeseeable events after approval and construction of the remaining
Phase 1 development begins, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-2 would result in the curtailment of development, resulting in a partially built-out project.
Impacts associated with the curtailment of development are evaluated below in Impact 3.5-4.

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

3.5-3: Need for Initial Off-Site Water Conveyance Facilities. Because permanent water
conveyance facilities would not be available until completion of the NSAPP, initial
conveyance facilities would be required to supply and convey water to the project site.

Air Quality LTS LTS LTS LTS No Direct,
No Indirect

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation



uonINPOU|

8T

30VSN Pue BAOPIOD 0yaueYy Jo A1)

Mmva3

S13a fewawajddng/yi3a parenainay 198l0id ueld a1193ds 010 [ap ory

Table ES-1

Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives
Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP

Biological Resources LTS LTS LTS LTS No Direct,
No Indirect

Cultural Resources Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
PS PS PS PS No Indirect

Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
PS PS PS PS No Indirect

Environmental Justice No Direct/ No Direct/ No Direct/ No Direct/ No Direct,
Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect No Indirect

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
LTS LTS LTS LTS No Indirect

Hazards and Hazardous Materials No Direct/ No Direct/ No Direct/ No Direct/ No Direct,
Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect No Indirect

Land Use Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
LTS LTS LTS LTS No Indirect

Noise Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
LTS LTS LTS LTS No Indirect

Paleontological Resources Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
LTS LTS LTS LTS No Indirect

Parks and Recreation Indirect &  Indirect &  Indirect & Indirect &  No Direct,
LTS LTS LTS LTS No Indirect

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Table ES-1
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives
Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP
Population, Employment, and Housing Indirect & Indirect &  Indirect & Indirect &  No Direct,
LTS LTS LTS LTS No Indirect
Public Services Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
PS PS PS PS No Indirect
Traffic and Transportation No Direct No Direct No Direct No Direct No Direct,

or Indirect  or Indirect  orIndirect orIndirect = No Indirect

Utilities and Service Systems Indirect &  Indirect &  Indirect &  Indirect &  No Direct,
LTS LTS LTS LTS No Indirect

Visual Resources Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
LTS LTS LTS LTS No Indirect

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.5-3: Submit Proof of an Off-Site and On-Site Infrastructure Delivery System or Assure that Adequate Financing is
Secured.

The following shall be required for all legislative-level development projects, including community plans, general plan amendments, specific plans, rezonings, and
other plan-level discretionary entitlements, but excluding tentative subdivisions maps, parcel maps, use permits, and other project-specific discretionary land-use
entitlements or approvals:

» All required water treatment and delivery infrastructure for the project shall be in place at the time of subsequent, project-specific discretionary land-use
entitlements or approvals, or shall be assured prior to occupancy through the use of bonds or other sureties to the City’s satisfaction. Water infrastructure may be
phased to coincide with the phased development of large-scale projects.

The following shall be required for project-specific discretionary land-use entitlements and approvals including, but not limited to, all tentative subdivision maps,
parcel maps, or use permits:

» Off-site and on-site water infrastructure sufficient to provide adequate water to the subdivision shall be in place prior to the issuance of building permits or their
financing shall be assured to the satisfaction of the City prior to the approval of the Final Map, consistent with the requirements of the Subdivision Map Act, or
prior to the issuance of a similar, project-level entitlement for nonresidential land uses.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Table ES-1
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives

Mitigation PP HD M NF NP

» Off-site and on-site water distribution systems required to serve the subdivision shall be in place and contain water at sufficient quantity and pressure prior to
the issuance of any building permits. Model homes may be exempted from this policy as determined appropriate by the City, and subject to approval by the
City.

Timing: Before the approval of project-specific, discretionary land-use entitlements and approvals, including all final small-lot maps, or for nonresidential
projects, before the issuance of use permits, building permits, or other entitlements.

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 would reduce direct, potentially significant impacts under the Proposed Project, High Density, Impact Minimization,
and No Federal Action Alternatives related to off-site water conveyance facilities to a less-than-significant level, because off-site water conveyance facilities
sufficient to convey water supplies to subdivisions or nonresidential uses would be in place before recordation of any final small-lot subdivision map, or before the
City approves any similar project-specific, discretionary approval or entitlement required for nonresidential uses. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-3,
3.6-1, and 3.9-3 from the 2006 DEIR/DEIS would reduce indirect significant impacts under the Proposed Project, High Density, Impact Minimization, and No
Federal Action Alternatives related to off-site water conveyance facilities to a less-than-significant level, because adverse impacts on cultural resources would be
avoided, appropriate BMPs would be implemented to control erosion, and a traffic plan would be developed and implemented during construction activities.

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

3.5-4: Temporary Curtailment of Project Development. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.5-2 (for initial supplies) would result in the temporary curtailment of
development during the period of time when the project would be dependent on the initial
water supplies, resulting in a partially built-out project.

Land Use Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S  Direct & S No Direct,
No Indirect

Population, Employment, and Housing Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
LTS LTS LTS LTS No Indirect

Environmental Justice Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
LTS LTS LTS LTS No Indirect

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation



JIVSN PUR BAOPIOD Oyauey Jo A1

S13a fewawajddng/yi3a parenalnay 198loid ueld 21193ds 010 [ap o1y

11T

uonoanpoU|
Mvad3

Table ES-1

Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives
Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP

Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
PS PS PS PS No Indirect

Utilities and Service Systems Indirect &  Indirect &  Indirect &  Indirect &  No Direct,
S S S S No Indirect

Public Services Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
PS PS PS PS No Indirect

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
PS PS PS PS No Indirect

Paleontological Resources Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
PS PS PS PS No Indirect

Cultural Resources Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
PS PS PS PS No Indirect

Biological Resources Indirect &  Indirect &  Indirect &  Indirect &  No Direct,
S S S S No Indirect

Visual Resources Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S  Direct & S No Direct,
No Indirect

Parks and Recreation Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
PS PS PS PS No Indirect

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
PS PS PS PS No Indirect

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Table ES-1

Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)

Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives
Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP

Traffic and Transportation Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S No Direct,
No Indirect

Air Quality Direct & S Direct & S Direct & S  Direct & S No Direct,
No Indirect

Noise Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
PS PS PS PS No Indirect

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure: Implement the same mitigation measures called for in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS and in this Recirculated DEIR/Supplemental

DEIS, as specifically set forth in Table ES-1.

Implementation of the same mitigation measures called for in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS would reduce potentially significant and significant impacts related to
curtailment of development for the same reasons elaborated in each section of Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation

Measures” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS.

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

3.5-5: Increased Demand for Permanent Water Supplies. Project implementation Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,

would increase demand on the existing water supply. LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No No Indirect
Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.

3.5-6: Need for Water Conveyance Facilities to Deliver Long-Term Water Supplies. Direct & Direct & Direct & Indirect No Direct,

Project implementation would require construction of on-site water conveyance facilities PS PS PS and Direct ~ No Indirect

to deliver water from SCWA’s off-site conveyance facilities to the project site. The SuU

permanent long-term water supplies cannot be delivered to the project site until off-site
water conveyance facilities identified in the Zone 40 WSMP (i.e., the Vineyard Surface
WTP, the FRWP, and the NSAPP) have been constructed and are online.

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-3.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Table ES-1
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives

Mitigation PP HD M NF NP

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 would reduce direct, potentially significant impacts under the Proposed Project, High Density, and Impact
Minimization Alternatives related to on-site and off-site water conveyance facilities to a less-than-significant level, because water conveyance facilities sufficient
to convey water supplies to subdivisions or nonresidential uses would be in place before recordation of any final small-lot subdivision map, or before City
approval of any similar project-specific, discretionary approval or entitlement required for nonresidential uses. If on-site or off-site water conveyance facilities are
delayed or not constructed, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 would cause project development to be permanently curtailed because existing water
supplies may not be available to meet the demands of the project. Impacts associated with permanent curtailment of development are discussed in Impact 3.5-7.

Regarding expansion of Zone 40 water supply facilities and infrastructure, implementation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts is the responsibility of Zone
40. Such measures would be implemented in accordance with the certified Zone 40 EIR prepared by SCWA. Impacts on seven issue areas would remain
significant and unavoidable after implementation of mitigation.

Similarly, implementation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts related to the expansion of the FRWP water supply facilities and infrastructure is the
responsibility of SCWA and EBMUD. Such measures would be implemented in accordance with the certified FRWP EIR/EIS prepared by FRWA. Impacts on six
issue areas would remain significant and unavoidable after implementation of mitigation.

NF: Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-3.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 would reduce direct potentially significant impacts under the No Federal Action Alternative related to off-site water
conveyance facilities because the construction and financing of water conveyance facilities sufficient to convey water supplies to subdivisions or nonresidential
uses would be reasonably foreseeable before recordation of any final small-lot subdivision map, or before City approval of any similar project-specific,
discretionary approval or entitlement required for nonresidential uses. However, impacts would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 under the No Federal Action Alternative would result in indirect off-site impacts related to water supply to
surrounding development in Rancho Cordova, as follows:

» Construction of new off-site alternative alignments of water conveyance facilities would be necessary to serve surrounding development. These alternative
alignments would require separate CEQA review; therefore, the full extent of impacts cannot be determined. However, it is assumed that implementation of
alternative pipeline alignments would result in significant impacts on biological resources, as well as significant construction-related impacts (i.e., construction-
related traffic, air-quality emissions, water quality, and noise impacts).

» If new water conveyance facilities with alternative alignments could not be constructed off-site, temporary or permanent curtailment of planned development in
the surrounding area could result from a lack of necessary water conveyance facilities. Curtailing planned off-site development could result in its own set of
potentially significant impacts, including a lack of funding that might be necessary to implement infrastructure (e.g., roads, sewer, and water) required on a
regional or local level.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation



uonINPOU|

v1-1

30VSN Pue BAOPIOD 0YaueY J0 A1)

Mmva3

S13a fewawajddng/yi3a parenainay 198l0id ueld a1193ds 010 [ap ory

Table ES-1
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives

Mitigation PP HD M NF NP

Identification of alternative water supply pipeline alignments would fall under the jurisdiction of the County and SWCA; therefore, neither the City nor the project
applicant(s) could guarantee approval of these alternative pipeline alignments. Additionally, it is possible that these alternative alignments would be inconsistent
with SWCA’s WSMP and would be subject to separate CEQA compliance. For these reasons, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. If the
County, SWCA, and other potentially affected agencies cooperate in allowing the improvements to move forward, the impact would be classified as significant in
the short term but eventually could be reduced to a less-than-significant level in the long term, depending on the outcome of the separate CEQA evaluation (if
needed).

Regarding expansion of Zone 40 water supply facilities and infrastructure, implementation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts is the responsibility of Zone
40. Such measures would be implemented in accordance with the certified Zone 40 EIR prepared by SCWA. Impacts on seven issue areas would remain
significant and unavoidable after implementation of mitigation.

Similarly, implementation of mitigation measures to reduce impacts related to the expansion of the FRWP’s water-supply facilities and infrastructure is the
responsibility of SCWA. Such measures would be implemented in accordance with the certified FRWP EIR/EIS prepared by SCWA. Impacts on six issue areas
would remain significant and unavoidable after implementation of mitigation.

If on-site or off-site water conveyance facilities are delayed or not constructed, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 would cause project development to
be curtailed. Impacts associated with the curtailment of development are discussed in Impact 3.5-7.

NP: No mitigation measures are required

3.5-7: Permanent Curtailment of Project Development. Water supplies would be Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
available to meet the project’s long-term water demands once the long-term water supply LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No No Indirect
conveyance facilities identified in the Zone 40 WSMP (i.e., Vineyard Surface WTP, Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect

FRWP, and NSAPP) have been constructed and are online. While there is a reasonable
likelihood that SCW A has water to supply the project in the long term, there is uncertainty
regarding whether the infrastructure necessary to deliver the long-term water supplies
needed to serve the project would successfully be implemented, and a permanent
curtailment in project development could occur.

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Table ES-1

Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP
3.5-8: Use of Nonpotable-Water Supplies and Infrastructure. Project implementation Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
could result in the use of nonpotable-water supplies and infrastructure to provide LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No No Indirect
landscaping and open space irrigation. Initially, the demands for nonpotable water would Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect
be met by the project’s potable-water supplies. In the long term, it is assumed that future
supplies of nonpotable water would be provided by SRCSD or by GET-Remediated Water
facilities, when a sufficient supply of nonpotable water is available to meet project
demands.
PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.
3.5-9: Effects of Global Climate Change on Surface-Water and Groundwater Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
Supplies. Project implementation would increase demand for water. Supplies of surface LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No No Indirect
water and groundwater in California could be affected by global climate change. Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect
PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.
Project Level (Phase 1)
3.5-10: Need for Initial Water Supplies for Development Phase 1A. Project Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
implementation would result in a need for an initial water supply to the project site for LTS, No LTS, No LTS, No LTS, No No Indirect
development Phase 1A until the SCWA facilities (i.e., the Vineyard Surface WTP, the Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect
FRWP, and the NSAPP) have been constructed and are online.
PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.
3.5-11: Need for Initial Water Supplies for the Remaining Phase 1 Development. Direct & S, Direct & S, Direct& S, Direct& S, No Direct,

Project implementation would result in a need for an initial water supply to the project site
for the remaining Phase 1 development until the SCWA facilities (i.e., the Vineyard
Surface WTP, the FRWP, and the NSAPP) have been constructed and are online.

No Indirect

PP, HD, IM, NF: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-2: Submit Proof of Water Supply Availability

No Indirect

No Indirect

No Indirect

No Indirect

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Table ES-1

Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact

Mitigation

Alternatives

PP HD M NF NP

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

3.5-12: Need for Initial Off-Site Water Conveyance Facilities. Implementation of
development Phase 1 would result in increased demand for water conveyance facilities.
Because permanent water conveyance facilities would not be available until completion of
the NSAPP, initial conveyance facilities would be required to supply and convey water to
the project site.

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.

Refer to Impact 3.5-3 for further discussion of this impact.

3.5-13: Temporary Curtailment of Project Development. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.5-2 (for initial supplies) would result in the temporary curtailment of
development during the period of time when the project would be dependent on the initial
water supplies, resulting in a partially built-out project.

PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.

Refer to Impact 3.5-4 for further discussion of this impact.

3.5-14: Increased Demand for Permanent Water Supplies. Implementation of
development Phase 1 would increase demand on the existing water supply.

Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No No Indirect

Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect
PP, HD, IM, NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.
3.5-15: Need for Water Conveyance Facilities to Deliver Long-Term Water Supplies.  Direct & Direct & Direct & Indirect No Direct,
Project implementation would require construction of on-site water conveyance facilities PS PS PS and Direct  No Indirect
to deliver water from SCWA’s off-site conveyance facilities to the project site. The SU

permanent long-term water supplies cannot be delivered to the project site until off-site
water conveyance facilities identified in the Zone 40 WSMP (i.c., the Vineyard Surface
WTP, the FRWP, and the NSAPP) have been constructed and are online.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Table ES-1

Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives

Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP
Impact 3.5-16: Permanent Curtailment of Project Development. Water supplies would  Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
be available to meet the project’s long-term water demands once the long-term water LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No No Indirect
supply conveyance facilities identified in the Zone 40 WSMP (i.e., Vineyard Surface Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect
WTP, FRWP, and NSAPP) have been constructed and are online. While there is a
reasonable likelihood that SCWA has water to supply the project in the long term, there is
uncertainty regarding whether the infrastructure necessary to deliver the long-term water
supplies needed to serve the project would successfully implemented, and a permanent
curtailment in project development could occur.
Impact 3.5-17: Use of Nonpotable-Water Supplies and Infrastructure. Project Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
implementation could result in the use of nonpotable-water supplies and infrastructure to LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No No Indirect
provide landscaping and open space irrigation. Initially, the demands for nonpotable water ~ Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect
would be met by the project’s potable-water supplies. In the long term, it is assumed that
future supplies of nonpotable water would be provided by SRCSD or by GET-Remediated
Water facilities, when a sufficient supply of nonpotable water is available to meet project
demands.
Impact 3.5-18: Effects of Global Climate Change on Surface-Water and Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
Groundwater Supplies. Implementation of development Phase 1 would increase demand ~ LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No LTS. No No Indirect
for water supply. Supplies of surface water and groundwater in California could be Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect

affected by global climate change.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Table ES-1
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives
Mitigation PP HD IM NF NP
3.10 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE
Program Level
3.10-1: Loss and Degradation of Jurisdictional Wetlands and Other Waters of the Direct & Direct & Direct LTS Indirect S No Direct,
United States, and Waters of the State. Implementation of the project would result in the  Indirect S Indirect S & Indirect & SU No Indirect
placement of fill material into jurisdictional waters of the United States, including S.

wetlands subject to USACE jurisdiction under the federal Clean Water Act, and the
substantial loss and degradation of nonjurisdictional wetland habitats protected under state
and local regulations. Wetlands and other waters of the United States that would be
affected by project implementation include vernal pools, seasonal wetland swales, ponds,
and seasonal drainages.

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.10-1a: Secure Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit and Implement All Permit Conditions, and Ensure No Net Loss of
Wetlands, Other Waters of the United States, and Associated Functions and Values.

Before the approval of grading and improvement plans and before any groundbreaking activity associated with each distinct project phase, the project applicant(s)
for each project phase requiring the fill of wetlands or other waters of the United States or waters of the state shall obtain all necessary permits under Sections 401
and 404 of the CWA or the State’s Porter-Cologne Act for the respective phase. The project applicant(s) shall commit to replace, restore, or enhance on a “no net
loss” basis (in accordance with USACE, the Central Valley RWQCB, and the Natural Resources Element of the City General Plan) the acreage of all wetlands and
other waters of the United States subject to USACE jurisdiction and waters of the state subject to RWQCB jurisdiction and the City General Plan that would be
removed, lost, and/or degraded with implementation of project plans for that phase. Wetland habitat shall be restored, enhanced, and/or replaced at an acreage and
location and by methods agreeable to USACE, the Central Valley RWQCB, and the City, as appropriate depending on agency jurisdiction, and as determined
during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting processes.

To accomplish this mitigation, the project applicant(s) shall take the following steps:

» The project applicant(s) shall conduct an assessment of representative portions of the proposed wetland preserves within the Rio del Oro property and any
other proposed preserve areas using the California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM) for Wetlands. Data shall be used to evaluate current conditions and
serve as a baseline for future monitoring. The following requirements apply to the assessment of the proposed wetland preserves:

» The field assessment shall be conducted during the flowering period for plant species associated with vernal pools, typically March through June.

» The investigation shall define and evaluate assessment areas. Such areas shall be analyzed using 17 different metrics organized into four main attributes

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Table ES-1
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives

Mitigation PP HD M NF NP

developed for vernal pool systems (California Rapid Assessment Method for Wetlands Depressional Field Book, Version 5.0, September 2007). Those
attributes are: buffer and landscape context, hydrology, physical structure, and biotic structure.

*  CRAM scores shall be calculated for each assessment area by adding up the component metrics of each attribute and converting the sum into a percentage
of the maximum score possible for that attribute.

*  The CRAM analysis shall also include a discussion of potential stressors associated with human activities within or surrounding the wetlands assessed,
which may provide qualitative information regarding the CRAM scores.

The data collected during the initial assessment shall serve as the baseline (preproject condition), to which data collected during future monitoring efforts shall be
compared.

» As part of the Section 404 permitting process, a draft wetland MMP has been developed for the project (Appendix D) by ECORP Consulting on behalf of the
project applicant(s). Before any ground-disturbing activities that would adversely affect wetlands and before engaging in mitigation activities associated with
each phase of development, the project applicant(s) shall submit the draft wetland MMP to USACE, the Central Valley RWQCB, and the City for review and
approval of those portions of the plan over which they have jurisdiction. Once the MMP is approved and implemented, mitigation monitoring will continue for
a minimum of 5 years from completion of mitigation, or human intervention (including recontouring and grading), or until the performance standards identified
in the approved MMP have been met, whichever is longer.

The plan shall be prepared to the satisfaction of the City, in accordance with the City’s Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance, as well as to the satisfaction of
those agencies with jurisdiction over all or portions of the plan.

» In conjunction with preparation and implementation of an approved wetland MMP, the project applicant(s) shall prepare and submit plans for the creation of
jurisdictional waters of the United States, including wetlands, at an adequate mitigation ratio to offset the aquatic functions and values that would be lost at the
project site, account for the temporal loss of habitat, and contain an adequate margin of safety to reflect anticipated success. The MMPs must demonstrate how
the aquatic functions and values that would be lost through project implementation will be replaced. The habitat MMP for jurisdictional wetland features will
need to be consistent with USACE’s December 30, 2004, Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Proposal Guidelines. The wetland MMP shall also mitigate
impacts on vernal pool and seasonal wetland habitat, and shall describe specific method(s) to be implemented to avoid and/or mitigate any off-site project-
related impacts. The wetland creation section of the habitat MMP shall include the following:

* target areas for creation;

» acomplete biological assessment of the existing resources in the target areas, including a CRAM analysis conducted during the wet season to establish
baseline conditions;

» specific creation and restoration plans for each target area;

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives

Mitigation PP HD M NF NP

» performance standards for success that will illustrate that the compensation ratios are met; and

* amonitoring plan, including schedule and annual report. As requested by EPA, the monitoring plan shall incorporate CRAM analysis and the following
elements:

— intensive monitoring of hydrology early on (this can be phased out as created wetlands are achieving target standards);

— CRAM analysis conducted annually for 5 years after any construction adjacent to assessment areas to determine whether these areas are retaining
functions and values;

— analysis of CRAM data, including assessment of potential stressors, to determine whether any remedial activities may be necessary;
— corrective measures if performance standards are not met;

— monitoring of vegetation communities and targeted special-status species as success criteria for hydrologic function have become established and the
creation site “matures” over time;

— reference locations for comparison to compensatory vernal pools to document success;

— adaptive management measures to be applied if performance standards are not being met;

— responsible parties for monitoring and preparing reports; and

— responsible parties for receiving and reviewing reports and for verifying success or prescribing implementation or corrective actions.

* An operations and management plan for the Preserve shall be prepared and submitted to USACE and USFWS for review and approval. The plan shall
include detailed information on the habitats present within the target area, the long-term management and monitoring of these habitats, legal protection for
the target area (e.g., conservation easement, declaration of restrictions), and funding mechanism information (e.g., endowment).

» For each phase of development, including off-site project-related impacts, the project applicant(s) shall secure the permits and regulatory approvals described

below and shall implement all permit conditions. For each respective phase, all permits, regulatory approvals, and permit conditions for effects on wetland
habitats shall be secured before implementation of any grading activities within 250 feet of waters of the United States or wetland habitats, including waters of
the state, that potentially support federally listed species. The setback may be reduced to a distance approved by the City and USFWS if a wetland avoidance
plan is developed and implemented by a qualified biologist. The wetland avoidance plan must be approved by USFWS and the City and shall demonstrate that
all direct and indirect impacts on wetlands will be avoided. Project phases in upland areas with no wetlands or waters of the United States within 250 feet, and
no overland hydrologic flow patterns, the disturbance of which may affect such waters, may begin construction before these particular permits are obtained.
Buffers around wetlands that do not support federally listed species shall be a minimum of 50 feet from the edge of these features in accordance with
conditions of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and associated best management practices (BMPs). See Section 3.4,

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Impact Alternatives

Mitigation PP HD M NF NP

“Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality,” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS for a further discussion of the NPDES.

» Authorization to place dredged or fill material into waters of the United States shall be secured from USACE through the CWA Section 404 permitting
process before any fill is placed in jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the United States. USACE has determined that the project will require an
individual permit. In its final stage and once approved by USACE, the proposed MMP for the project is expected to detail proposed wetland restoration,
enhancement, and/or replacement activities that would ensure no net loss of aquatic functions and values in the project vicinity. Approval and
implementation of the wetland MMP shall fully mitigate all impacts on jurisdictional waters of the United States, including jurisdictional wetlands. In
addition to USACE approval, approval by the City and the Central Valley RWQCB, as appropriate depending on agency jurisdiction, and as determined
during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting processes, will also be required. To satisfy the requirements of the City and the Central Valley RWQCB,
mitigation of impacts on nonjurisdictional wetlands beyond the jurisdiction of USACE shall be included in the same MMP. All mitigation requirements
determined through this process shall be implemented before grading plans are approved. Wetland mitigation must be approved before any impacts on
wetlands commence.

»  Water quality certification pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA will be required before issuance of a Section 404 permit. Before construction in any areas
containing wetland features, the project applicant(s) shall obtain water quality certification for the applicable phase of the project. Any measures required as
part of the issuance of water quality certification shall be implemented.

If Section 401 and 404 permit requirements ensure no net loss of all wetland features, including vernal pools, and these requirements are addressed before any
ground-disturbing activities, no additional mitigation will be required by the City. Written approval from the City indicating that these requirements fulfill all no-
net-loss obligations must be obtained before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activities in any project phase containing
wetland features.

Timing: Before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activities for any project development phase containing wetland features.
The MMP must be approved before any impact on wetlands can occur. Mitigation shall be implemented on an ongoing basis throughout and after construction, as
required.

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board; and City of Rancho Cordova Planning
Department, as appropriate depending on agency jurisdiction, and as determined during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting processes and in compliance
with the City’s Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance.

NF: The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall commit to replace, restore, or enhance on a “no net loss” basis (in accordance with the Central Valley
RWQCB and the Natural Resources Element of the City General Plan) the acreage of all waters of the state. Waters of the state include all nonjurisdictional

wetlands that would be removed, lost, and/or degraded with implementation of project plans for that phase that require permitting from the resource agencies.
Wetland habitat shall be restored, enhanced, and/or replaced at an acreage and location and by methods agreeable to the Central Valley RWQCB and the City.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Mitigation PP HD M NF NP

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.10-1b: Include in Drainage Plans All Wetlands that Remain On-Site.

A model-based watershed analysis was conducted by ECORP Consulting (Appendix D) to determine hydrologic effects on wetlands within the 507-acre preserve.
The long-term viability of the preserve was analyzed using all of the following factors:

the size of the preserve,

the amount of watershed area required to support the wetlands within the preserve,

the potential impacts from the construction of Rancho Cordova Parkway and Americanos Boulevard,
the construction of the mitigation wetlands within the preserve, and

the watershed area needed to support the hydrologic function of each mitigation wetland.

vVvyyvyyvyy

The proposed construction design includes measures to reduce interference with the hydrology that sustains vernal pools on-site, including the use of con-span
bridge systems (Exhibits 2-7 and 2-8 in the 2006 DEIR/DEIS) as natural substrate span crossings over Morrison Creek. Rancho Cordova Parkway and Americanos
Boulevard would cross Morrison Creek with a clear span of the delineated wetlands within the channel bank, so no construction would occur within the channel
and no fill or modification of the channel would be required.

GIS analysis of a LiDAR-derived topographic model (Appendix D) and wetland delineation data were used to determine the watershed-to-wetland ratio (WWR)
for the wetlands within the preserve. It was found that the proposed configuration of the preserve conserves almost 100% of the original watershed area and would
not negatively affect the hydrologic function of the vernal pools. GIS analysis calculated the mean watershed ratio of existing vernal pools in the preserve at
7.14:1. This WWR would be maintained for all existing vernal pools, except that the WWR of one small pool (0.053 acre) would be reduced to 6.62:1. The
adverse effect on this vernal pool should not be considered significant because pools of this size class require a WWR of only 3.26:1 to maintain functionality.

To minimize indirect effects on water quality and wetland hydrology, the project applicant(s) of each project phase shall include drainage plans in their
improvement plans and shall submit the drainage plans to the City Public Works Department for review and approval. Before approval of these improvement
plans, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall commit to implement all measures in their drainage plans to avoid and minimize erosion and runoff into
Morrison Creek and all wetlands that would remain on-site. Appropriate runoff controls such as berms, storm gates, detention basins, overflow collection areas,
filtration systems, and sediment traps shall be implemented to control siltation and the potential discharge of pollutants. For runoff during construction, see Section
3.4, “Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality,” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS for a further discussion of the NPDES (Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan).

The project shall result in no net change to peak flows into Morrison Creek and associated tributaries. The project applicant(s) shall establish a baseline of
conditions for drainage on-site. The baseline-flow conditions shall be established for 2-, 5-, 10-, and 20-year storm events. These baseline conditions shall be used
to develop monitoring standards for the stormwater system on the project site. The baseline conditions, monitoring standards, and a monitoring program shall be
submitted to USACE and the City for their approval. The engineered channel and detention basins shall be designed and constructed to ensure that the

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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performance standards, which are described in Section 3.4, “Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality,” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS are met. The discharge site into
Morrison Creek and associated tributaries shall be monitored to ensure that preproject conditions are being met. Stormwater runoff from Rancho Cordova Parkway
would be discharged out of the wetland preserve to the north and south, and runoff from the central portion of the road would drain into a water quality treatment
swale before being discharged into the wetland preserve (Exhibit 3.10-4). Runoff from Americanos Boulevard would be directed into a water quality treatment
basin before being discharged into Morrison Creek (Exhibit 3.10-5). The water quality swale and treatment basins would be designed according to the Stormwater
and Water Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento and South Placer Regions (Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership 2007) and shall meet the
performance standards described in Section 3.4, “Drainage, Hydrology, and Water Quality,” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS. Corrective measures shall be implemented
as necessary. The mitigation measures will be satisfied when the monitoring standards are met for 5 consecutive years without undertaking corrective measures to
meet the performance standard.

Timing: Before approval of improvement and drainage plans, and on an ongoing basis throughout and after project construction, as required for all project phases.
Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; and City of Rancho Cordova Public Works and Planning Departments.

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

3.10-2: Loss and Degradation of Sensitive Natural Communities. Implementation of Direct & Direct & Direct & Direct & No Direct,
the project would result in the substantial loss and degradation of riparian habitat and other Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect No Indirect
natural communities considered sensitive by state and local resource agencies and LTS LTS LTS LTS

requiring consideration under CEQA. Sensitive natural communities that would be

affected by implementation of the Proposed Project Alternative or the High Density
Alternative include willow scrub, mixed riparian scrub, elderberry savanna, willow
woodland, cottonwood woodland, and cottonwood—willow riparian forest.

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.10-2a: Secure and Implement Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement.

A Section 1602 streambed alteration agreement from DFG will be required for construction affecting the bed and bank of Morrison Creek. As a condition of
issuance of the streambed alteration agreement, the project applicant(s) for all project phases shall prepare a habitat MMP. The draft wetland MMP shall address
impacts on the stream channel of Morrison Creek and shall include mitigation of impacts on riparian habitats to the satisfaction of DFG, subject to limitations on
its authority set forth in Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq. The MMP shall include performance standards and success criteria to ensure that mitigation
habitat would be successfully maintained.

Any conditions of issuance of the streambed alteration agreement shall be implemented as part of project construction activities that adversely affect the bed and
bank and current and historic riparian habitat associated with Morrison Creek that is within the area subject to DFG jurisdiction. The agreement shall be executed

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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by the project applicant(s) and DFG before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any construction activities in any project phase that could
potentially affect the bed and bank of Morrison Creek and its associated current and historic riparian habitat.

Timing: Before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any construction activities (including clearing and grubbing) that affect the bed and bank or
current and historic riparian habitat associated with Morrison Creek.

Enforcement: California Department of Fish and Game.

NF: No mitigation measures are required because the No Federal Action Alternative would not result in alteration to the bed or bank of Morrison Creek.
Therefore, a streambed alteration agreement from DFG would not be needed as it would under the action alternatives.

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.10-2b: Preserve, Restore, or Create Riparian Habitat at Satisfactory Ratio to Fulfill Local Planning Framework Requirements.

Goal NR.1, Policy NR 1.9 of the City General Plan calls for the protection and preservation of the diverse wildlife and plant habitats in Rancho Cordova and
incorporation of “large interconnected wooded open space corridors in new development areas to provide movement corridors, and nesting sites for migratory
songbirds and raptors.” Portions of the on-site riparian habitat such as the 57 acres of cottonwood willow riparian woodland and 4 acres of willow scrub have been
determined to provide important habitat for wildlife, both at present and in the long term, because of existing conditions that support the perpetuation of these
habitats. To implement Goal NR.1, a habitat MMP shall be developed and implemented to replace the 57 acres of cottonwood willow riparian woodland and 4
acres of willow scrub at no-net-loss acreage to preserve the overall habitat functions and values. Elements of the habitat MMP may include habitat preservation on-
site, enhancement of on-site riparian habitat types, or enhancement or protection of habitat off-site. The specific ratios of habitat lost to habitat created shall be
determined by the City in consultation with DFG as a trustee agency protecting the wildlife resources of the state. The ratios shall be consistent with the City’s
policy and shall be adequate to protect and preserve the diverse resources in the City.

Any conditions of issuance of the riparian MMP shall be implemented as part of project construction activities that adversely affect riparian habitat. The riparian
habitat MMP shall be developed by the project applicant(s) and submitted to the City before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any construction
activities in any project phase that could potentially affect the cottonwood willow riparian woodland and willow scrub on-site. The cottonwood—willow riparian
forest habitat and willow woodland shall be either preserved or replaced on- or off-site on a no-net-loss basis because it provides functioning riparian habitat that is
self-sustaining at the present time. If preservation of this on-site habitat type is chosen, the hydrology that supports this habitat must also be preserved to ensure the
long-term viability of this habitat type.

The remainder of the riparian habitat on the project site consists mostly of old senescent trees and shrubs and does not appear to be regenerating. It is likely that
portions of these communities would not persist at the site under the current environmental conditions even without project implementation. Because of the poor
quality of the majority of the riparian habitat on the project site, the project mitigation for this riparian habitat shall be limited to the replacement and/or restoration

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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of its current function and value (which consists of nesting and foraging habitat for raptors and other birds, as well as foraging habitat and shelter for numerous
common wildlife species) as determined acceptable to the City in consultation with DFG as a trustee agency.

Timing: Before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any construction activities and before removal of any riparian vegetation as required for any
project phase.

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department in consultation with California Department of Fish and Game.

NF: No mitigation measures are required because the No Federal Action Alternative would not result in adverse effects on riparian habitat in addition to those
habitats protected and addressed under City policy.

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

3.10-3: Loss of Oak Woodland and Individual Oak Trees. Project implementation Direct & S. Direct & S. Direct & S. Direct & S.  No Direct,
would result in the loss of 3 acres of oak woodland habitat and would include the removal ~ No indirect No indirect No indirect No indirect No Indirect
of 47 individual native oak trees with a diameter at breast height (dbh) of 6 inches or

greater.

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.10-3: Perform Tree Survey and Avoid or Replace Native Oak Trees and Other Native Trees Scattered Throughout the
Project Site.

Before the approval of any development in areas identified to contain trees, the City shall require that a determinate survey of tree species and size be performed. If
any native oaks or other native trees of 6 inches or greater dbh, multitrunk native oaks or native trees of 10 inches or greater dbh, or nonnative trees of 18 inches or
greater dbh that have been determined by a qualified professional to be in good health are found to exist in the development area, such trees shall be avoided if
feasible. If such trees cannot feasibly be avoided, the project applicant(s) for all project phases containing trees shall implement one of the following measures:

» All such trees that will be removed or otherwise damaged by project implementation shall be replaced at an inch-for-inch ratio. A replacement tree planting
plan shall be prepared by a qualified professional or licensed landscape architect and shall be submitted to the City for approval before removal of trees; OR

» The project applicant(s) shall submit a mitigation plan that provides for complete mitigation of the removal of such trees in coordination with the City by a
method comparable to an inch-by-inch replacement. The mitigation plan shall be subject to City approval.

» The tree planting or mitigation plan shall include monitoring requirements and success criteria, as determined by a qualified professional, to ensure that
replacement trees survive to maturity and can be reasonably expected to persist for the normal life span of the particular species being monitored. Monitoring
of replacement trees shall continue for a period of five years following planting and trees that do not survive or meet the success criteria shall be replaced.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Loss of trees mitigated through implementation of mitigation measures associated with riparian habitat impacts shall not be subject to this mitigation measure. If
the City adopts a tree preservation ordinance at any time in the future, any future development activities shall be subject to that ordinance instead.

Timing: Before the approval of any development in any project phase that contains areas that have been identified to contain trees.
Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

3.10-4: Loss and Degradation of Habitat for Special-Status Wildlife. Implementation Direct & Direct & Direct & Indirect S No Direct,
of the project would result in the loss and degradation of habitat for a number of special- Indirect S Indirect S Indirect S No Indirect
status wildlife species, including vernal pool invertebrates, VELB, western spadefoot toad,

Swainson’s hawk, and other raptors.

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Implement Permit Conditions.

No project construction shall proceed in areas supporting potential habitat for federally listed vernal pool invertebrates, or within adequate buffer areas (250 feet or
lesser distance deemed sufficiently protective by a qualified biologist with approval from USFWS), until a BO has been issued by USFWS and the project
applicant(s) have abided by conditions in the BO (including conservation and minimization measures) intended to be completed before on-site construction.
Conservation and minimization measures shall include preparation of supporting documentation describing methods to protect existing vernal pools during and
after project construction, a detailed monitoring plan, and reporting requirements.

A revised draft wetland MMP was developed by ECORP Consulting in September 2007 and is the applicant’s proposed plan for addressing project impacts on
habitats that potentially support federally listed vernal pool invertebrates. The draft MMP, included in Appendix D to this document, is subject to review and
approval by the appropriate regulatory agencies. Project implementation would result in the fill of 33.9 acres of habitat that could potentially support federally
listed vernal pool invertebrates. This habitat consists of 17.5 acres of vernal pools, 4.2 acres of seasonal wetland swale, and 12.2 acres of seasonal wetlands.
Indirect impacts on an additional 2.2 acres of vernal pools would also result from project implementation.

Proposed mitigation in the draft MMP includes a combination of on-site preservation and compensatory mitigation (i.e., creation of vernal pools), as well as off-
site mitigation through purchase of a 160-acre property, known as the Cook Property, and credit purchase in the Clay Station Mitigation Bank. The Cook Property
mitigation proposal would preserve 21.7 acres of existing wetland habitat, including 2.7 acres of vernal pools, 2.6 acres of seasonal wetland swale, and 9.9 acres of
seasonal wetland within the Mather Core Recovery Area that could potentially support federally listed branchiopods. Surveys in the vicinity of the Cook Property
have identified vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and the property is contiguous with other conservation properties that support vernal pool
habitat. The Clay Station Mitigation Bank would provide compensatory mitigation in the form of 13 acres of created vernal pool habitat that has been monitored
for approximately 10 years and currently supports both vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp. Proposed on-site mitigation consists of

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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designation of a 507-acre wetland preserve in the southern portion of the project site. A total of 20.4 acres of existing vernal pools would be retained in the
proposed preserve and an additional 17.9 acres would be restored and created in the preserve under the proposed MMP. The proposed preserve also contains 2.5
acres of seasonal wetland swale, 3.3 acres of seasonal wetland, 0.6 acre of pond, and 1.9 acres of ephemeral drainage. All of these features, as well as that portion
of Morrison Creek that is within the 507-acre wetland preserve, would be preserved. In addition, the proposed draft MMP proposes creation of 20.8 acres of
seasonal wetlands within the drainage parkways that would be developed for the project.

In summary, the project would directly or indirectly affect 36.1 acres of potential vernal pool branchiopod habitat; the proposed MMP would preserve 41.4 acres
of potential habitat and would create 51.6 acres of potential habitat. This would result in a preservation ratio of 1.15:1 and a compensatory mitigation ratio of
1.43:1, which would result in no net loss of vernal pool or seasonal wetland habitat that could potentially support federally listed vernal pool invertebrates. The
details of the MMP are still being developed and reviewed by USACE, and the September 2007 draft is not the final, approved version.

The project applicant(s) shall complete and implement a habitat MMP that will result in no net loss of acreage, function, and value of affected vernal pool habitat.
The final habitat MMP shall be consistent with guidance provided in Programmatic Formal Endangered Species Act Consultation on Issuance of 404 Permits for
Projects with Relatively Small Effects on Listed Vernal Pool Crustaceans within the Jurisdiction of the Sacramento Field Office, California (USFWS 1996) and
the SSCHCP (if adopted) or shall provide an alternative approach that is acceptable to the City, USACE, and USFWS and accomplishes no net loss of habitat.

The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall ensure that there is sufficient upland habitat within the target areas for creation and restoration of vernal pools
and vernal pool complexes to provide ecosystem health. A watershed analysis of the hydrologic function of the wetland preserve was conducted by ECORP
Consulting on behalf of the project applicant(s) (Appendix D). GIS analysis of a hydrologic model created from LiDAR-derived topography and wetland
delineation data was used to determine the minimum watershed area required to support hydrologic function of the wetlands within the preserve. It was found that
the proposed configuration of the preserve would conserve almost 100% of the original watershed area and would not negatively affect the hydrologic function of
existing vernal pools. The land used to satisfy this mitigation measure shall be protected through a conservation easement acceptable to USACE, the City, and
USFWS.

The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall identify the extent of indirectly affected vernal pool and seasonal wetland habitat, either by identifying all such
habitat within 250 feet of project construction activities or by providing an alternative technical evaluation. If a lesser distance is pursued, this distance shall be
approved by USFWS. The project applicant(s) shall preserve acreage of vernal pool habitat for each wetted acre of any indirectly affected vernal pool habitat at a
ratio approved by USFWS at the conclusion of the Section 7 consultation. This mitigation shall occur before the approval of any grading or improvement plans for
any project phase that would allow work within 250 feet of such habitat, and before any ground-disturbing activity within 250 feet of the habitat. The project
applicant(s) will not be required to complete this mitigation measure for direct or indirect impacts that have already been mitigated to the satisfaction of USFWS
through another BO or mitigation plan.

A standard set of BMPs shall be applied to construction occurring in areas within 250 feet of off-site vernal pool habitat, or within any lesser distance deemed
adequate by a qualified biologist (with approval from USFWS) to constitute a sufficient buffer from such habitat. Refer to Section 3.4, “Drainage, Hydrology, and

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Water Quality,” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS for the details of BMPs to be implemented.

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing activities within 250 feet of said habitat, and on an ongoing basis
throughout construction as applicable for all project phases as required by the mitigation plan, BO, and/or BMPs.

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

NF: The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall obtain an incidental take permit under Section 10(a) of ESA. No project construction shall proceed in areas
supporting potential habitat for federally listed vernal pool invertebrates, or within adequate buffer areas (250 feet or lesser distance deemed sufficiently protective
by a qualified biologist with approval from USFWS), until a BO has been issued by USFWS and the project applicant(s) have abided by conditions in the BO
(including all conservation and minimization measures). Conservation and minimization measures are likely to include preparation of supporting documentation
describing methods to protect existing vernal pools during and after project construction.

Under the No Federal Action Alternative, interagency consultation under Section 7 of ESA would not occur; therefore, the project applicant(s) would be required
to develop a habitat conservation plan to mitigate impacts on federally listed vernal pool invertebrates, or participate in the SSCHCP, if available. The project
applicant(s) shall complete and implement, or participate in, a habitat conservation plan that shall compensate for the loss of acreage, function, and value of
affected vernal pool habitat. The habitat conservation plan shall be consistent with the goals of the Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and
Southern Oregon (USFWS 2005) and must be approved by USFWS.

The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall ensure that there is sufficient upland habitat within the target areas for creation and restoration of vernal pools
and vernal pool complexes to provide ecosystem health. The land used to satisfy this mitigation measure shall be protected through a fee title or conservation
easement acceptable to the City and USFWS.

The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall identify the extent of indirectly affected vernal pool and seasonal wetland habitat, either by identifying all such
habitat within 250 feet of project construction activities or by providing an alternative technical evaluation in support of a lesser indirect impact distance. If a lesser
distance is pursued, this distance shall be approved by USFWS. The project applicant(s) shall preserve 2 wetted acres of vernal pool habitat for each wetted acre of
any indirectly affected vernal pool habitat. This mitigation shall occur before the approval of any grading or improvement plans for any project phase that would
allow work within 250 feet of such habitat, and before any ground-disturbing activity within 250 feet of the habitat. The project applicant(s) will not be required to
complete this mitigation measure for direct or indirect impacts that have already been mitigated to the satisfaction of USFWS through another BO or mitigation
plan.

A standard set of BMPs shall be applied to construction occurring in areas within 250 feet of off-site vernal pool habitat, or within any lesser distance deemed
adequate by a qualified biologist (with approval from USFWS) to constitute a sufficient buffer from such habitat. Refer to Section 3.4, “Drainage, Hydrology, and
Water Quality,” of the 2006 DEIR/DEIS for the details of BMPs to be implemented.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing activities within 250 feet of said habitat, and on an ongoing basis
throughout construction as applicable for all project phases as required by the habitat conservation plan, BO, and/or BMPs.

Enforcement: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.10-1a and 3.10-1b.
Mitigation Measures 3.10-1a and 3.10-1b are discussed above under Impact 3.10-1.

NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.10-4b: Obtain Incidental Take Permit for Impacts on Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle.

No project construction shall proceed in areas containing VELB habitat (i.c., elderberry shrubs) until a BO has been issued by USFWS, and the project applicant(s)
for all project phases have abided by all pertinent conditions in the BO relating to the proposed construction, including conservation and minimization measures,
intended to be completed before on-site construction. Conservation and minimization measures are likely to include preparation of supporting documentation that
describes methods for relocation of existing shrubs and maintaining existing shrubs and other vegetation in the preserve.

Relocation of existing elderberry shrubs and planting of new elderberry seedlings shall be implemented on a no-net-loss basis. Detailed information on monitoring
success of relocated and planted shrubs and measures to compensate (should success criteria not be met) would also likely be required in the BO. Ratios for
mitigation of VELB habitat will ultimately be determined through the ESA Section 7 consultation process with USFWS, but shall be a minimum of “no net loss.”
Although Section 7 consultation for the project is ongoing, a draft VELB mitigation plan has been developed by ECORP Consulting (Appendix E). Because the
proposed MMP is in draft form and a final BO has not been issued by USFWS, the proposed MMP may be modified in the future. Details from this draft plan are
provided under the impact discussion above. The plan includes creation of two on-site preserve areas, transplanting of all existing shrubs to the on-site preserve
areas, planting of 2,997 elderberry seedlings in the proposed preserve areas and drainage parkways, and purchase of 154.2 credits in a USFWS-approved
mitigation bank. Implementation of this plan would satisfy mitigation requirements for the removal of elderberry savanna, a sensitive habitat as identified by DFG,
as well as single elderberry shrubs. A copy of the USFWS-approved mitigation plan shall be submitted to the City before the approval of any grading or
improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activities within 100 feet of VELB habitat for all project phases.

Should delisting of VELB occur, a mitigation plan that would compensate for the removal of elderberry savanna, a sensitive habitat as identified by DFG, would
still be required. The mitigation plan shall be submitted to and approved by DFG and the City before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any
ground-disturbing activities that would affect elderberry savanna for all project phases.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activity within 100 feet of VELB habitat as applicable for all project
phases, and on an ongoing basis as required by the mitigation plan and/or BO.

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; California Department of Fish and Game (if VELB delisted);
and City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

NF: As long as VELB remains a species protected under ESA, the project applicant(s) shall obtain an incidental take permit under Section 10(a) of ESA for
VELB. No project construction shall proceed in areas containing VELB habitat (i.e., elderberry shrubs) until a BO has been issued by USFWS, and the project
applicant(s) for all project phases have abided by all pertinent conditions in the BO relating to the proposed construction, including all conservation and
minimization measures. Conservation and minimization measures are likely to include preparation of supporting documentation that describes methods for
relocation of existing shrubs and maintaining existing shrubs and other vegetation in the preserve.

Under the No Federal Action Alternative, interagency consultation under Section 7 of ESA would not occur; therefore, the project applicant(s) would be required
to develop a habitat conservation plan to mitigate impacts on VELB, or participate in the SSCHCP, if available. If participation in the SSCHCP is not available or
not chosen, the project applicant(s) shall complete and implement, or participate in, a habitat conservation plan that will compensate for the loss of VELB habitat.
Relocation of existing elderberry shrubs and planting of new elderberry seedlings shall be implemented on a no-net-loss basis. Detailed information on monitoring
success of relocated and planted shrubs and measures to compensate (should success criteria not be met) would also likely be required in the BO. Ratios for
mitigation of VELB habitat will ultimately be determined through the ESA Section 10(a) consultation process with USFWS, but shall be a minimum of “no net
loss.” Based on the current (dated) knowledge of the number of shrubs on-site and the latest VELB preservation guidelines, it is expected that approximately 3,088
seedlings would need to be planted over an area of approximately 25 acres to fulfill VELB mitigation requirements and no net loss of habitat.

Should delisting of VELB occur, a mitigation plan that would compensate for the removal of elderberry savanna, a sensitive habitat as identified by DFG, would
still be required. The mitigation plan shall be submitted to and approved by DFG and the City before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any
ground-disturbing activities that would affect elderberry savanna for all project phases.

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activity within 100 feet of VELB habitat as applicable for all project
phases, and on an ongoing basis as required by the habitat conservation plan and/or BO.

Enforcement: California Department of Fish and Game (if VELB delisted), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.10-4c: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Raptors and, if Found, Establish Appropriate Buffers.

To mitigate impacts on Swainson’s hawk and other raptors (including burrowing owl) for all project phases, the project applicant(s) shall retain a qualified
biologist to conduct preconstruction surveys and to identify active nests on and within 0.5 mile of the project site and active burrows on the project site. The
surveys shall be conducted before the approval of grading and/or improvement plans (as applicable) and no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days before the
beginning of construction for all project phases. To the extent feasible, guidelines provided in Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk
Nesting Surveys in the Central Valley (Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee 2000) shall be followed. If no nests are found, no further mitigation is
required.

If active nests are found, impacts on nesting Swainson’s hawks and other raptors shall be avoided by establishment of appropriate buffers around the nests. No
project activity shall commence within the buffer area until a qualified biologist confirms that any young have fledged and the nest is no longer active. DFG
guidelines recommend implementation of 0.25- or 0.5-mile buffers, but the size of the buffer may be adjusted if a qualified biologist and the City, in consultation
with DFG, determine that such an adjustment would not be likely to adversely affect the nest. Monitoring of the nest by a qualified biologist during and after
construction activities will be required if the activity has potential to adversely affect the nest.

If active burrows are found, a mitigation plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval before any ground-disturbing activities. The City shall consult
with DFG. The mitigation plan may consist of installation of one-way doors on all burrows to allow owls to exit, but not reenter, and construction of artificial
burrows within the project vicinity, as needed. If active burrows contain eggs and/or young, no construction shall occur within 50 feet of the burrow until young
have fledged. Once it is confirmed that there are no owls inside burrows, these burrows may be collapsed.

Timing: Before the approval of grading and improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing activities, and during project construction as applicable for all
project phases.

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure 3.10-4d: Prepare and Implement a Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation Plan.
The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall implement one of the following measures:

» Before the approval of grading and improvement plans or before any ground-disturbing activities, whichever occurs first, the project applicant(s) shall
preserve, to the satisfaction of the City, suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat to ensure 1:1 mitigation of habitat value for Swainson’s hawk foraging
habitat lost as a result of the project, as determined by the City after consultation with DFG and a qualified biologist.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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The 1:1 habitat value shall be based on Swainson’s hawk nesting distribution and an assessment of habitat quality, availability, and use within the City’s planning
area. If specific data for Rancho Cordova’s Swainson’s hawk habitat are not available at the time that this mitigation measure is being implemented, the mitigation
ratio shall be consistent with the 1994 DFG Swainson’s Hawk Guidelines included in the Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks
(Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of California. Such mitigation shall be accomplished through either the transfer of fee title or perpetual conservation
easement. The mitigation land shall be located within the known foraging area and within Sacramento County. The City, after consultation with DFG, will
determine the appropriateness of the mitigation land.

Before approval of such proposed mitigation, the City shall consult with DFG regarding the appropriateness of the mitigation. If mitigation is accomplished
through conservation easement, then such an easement shall ensure the continued management of the land to maintain Swainson’s hawk foraging values, including
but not limited to ongoing agricultural uses and the maintenance of all existing water rights associated with the land. The conservation easement shall be
recordable and shall prohibit any activity that substantially impairs or diminishes the land’s capacity as suitable Swainson’s hawk habitat.

The project applicant(s) shall transfer said Swainson’s hawk mitigation land, through either conservation easement or fee title, to a third-party, nonprofit
conservation organization (Conservation Operator), with the City and DFG named as third-party beneficiaries. The Conservation Operator shall be a qualified
conservation easement land manager that manages land as its primary function. Additionally, the Conservation Operator shall be a tax-exempt nonprofit
conservation organization that meets the criteria of Civil Code Section 815.3(a) and shall be selected or approved by the City, after consultation with DFG. The
City, after consultation with DFG and the Conservation Operator, shall approve the content and form of the conservation easement. The City, DFG, and the
Conservation Operator shall each have the power to enforce the terms of the conservation easement. The Conservation Operator shall monitor the easement in
perpetuity to assure compliance with the terms of the easement.

The project applicant(s), after consultation with the City, DFG, and the Conservation Operator, shall establish an endowment or some other financial mechanism
that is sufficient to fund in perpetuity the operation, maintenance, management, and enforcement of the conservation easement. If an endowment is used, either the
endowment funds shall be submitted to the City to be distributed to an appropriate third-party nonprofit conservation agency, or they shall be submitted directly to
the third-party nonprofit conservation agency in exchange for an agreement to manage and maintain the lands in perpetuity. The Conservation Operator shall not
sell, lease, or transfer any interest of any conservation easement or mitigation land it acquires without prior written approval of the City and DFG.

If the Conservation Operator ceases to exist, the duty to hold, administer, manage, maintain, and enforce the interest shall be transferred to another entity
acceptable to the City and DFG. The City Planning Department shall ensure that mitigation habitat is properly established and is functioning as habitat by
conducting regular monitoring of the mitigation site(s) for the first 10 years after establishment of the easement. OR

» The project applicant(s) may participate in a future City Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat Ordinance (once adopted) as an alternative to the measure above.
OR

» The project applicant(s) may participate in a future habitat conservation plan (once adopted) as an alternative to the above measures.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Timing: Before the approval of grading, improvement, or construction plans and before any ground-disturbing activity in any project development phase that
would affect Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

PP, HD, IM, NF: Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.10-1a, 3.10-1b, and 3.10-4a to Reduce Impacts on Western Spadefoot Toad.

Measures 3.10-1a and 3.10-1b are discussed above under Impact 3.10-1. Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a was discussed previously under this impact (Impact 3.10-4).
These measures would ensure no net loss of western spadefoot habitat.

Timing: Before the approval of grading, improvement, or construction plans and before any ground-disturbing activity in any project development phase that
contains vernal pools or other seasonal wetland habitats.

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

NP: No mitigation measures are required.

3.10-5: Loss and Degradation of Special-Status Plants and Habitat for Potential Direct S Direct S Direct PS LTS No Direct,
Special-Status Plants. Implementation of the project would result in direct and/or indirect No Indirect
impacts on three populations of Greene’s legenere and in the removal of vernal pool

grassland, seasonal wetland, and riparian habitat on the project site that have the potential

to support special-status plant species.

PP, HD, IM: Mitigation Measure 3.10-5: Incorporate Measures to Protect Greene’s Legenere in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan.
Direct impacts on the population of Greene’s legenere located within the wetland preserve shall be avoided to the maximum extent feasible.

An MMP for Greene’s legenere is being developed on behalf of the project applicant(s) by ECORP Consulting. Before the approval of grading plans or any
ground-breaking activity within 250 feet of any Greene’s legenere population, the mitigation plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval. The plan
shall be submitted concurrently to DFG and USFWS for review and comment, and the City may consult with these entities before approval of the plan. The plan is
required to maintain viable plant populations on-site and shall include avoidance measures for the existing population to be retained and mitigation measures for
the populations to be directly affected. Possible avoidance measures include fencing of the population before construction and exclusion of project activities from
the fenced-off areas, and construction monitoring by a qualified botanist to keep construction crews away from the population. Indirect impacts (i.e., changes in
hydrology) shall be minimized by placing culverts to the vernal pool where this population occurs, if necessary. Possible mitigation for the two populations of

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation
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Table ES-1
Summary of the Program and Project Level (Phase 1)
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Proposed Project and Alternatives under Consideration

Impact Alternatives

Mitigation PP HD M NF NP

Greene’s legenere that would be removed during construction of the drainage parkway includes the collection of seeds from the existing populations and
inoculation of the collected seeds into existing or compensatory vernal pools within the wetland preserve.

The mitigation plan proposes that the best option for the successful germination of seeds would be to inoculate existing pools that are similar in size and depth and
hydration period, and with similar associated species as the pools that currently support Greene’s legenere. Mitigation for the populations of legenere proposed to
be directly affected shall commence before the approval of any plans for, or any ground-breaking activities near, the locations of such legenere populations.
Monitoring of the existing population of Greene’s legenere and the seeded populations shall be conducted in conjunction with monitoring of vernal pools for a
minimum period of 5 years, as specified in Mitigation Measure 3.10-1.

Timing: Before the approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-breaking activity within 250 feet of any Greene’s legenere population, including
grubbing and clearing, for any project development phase. Ongoing monitoring shall occur for a minimum of 5 years following the completion of all construction
activities.

Enforcement: City of Rancho Cordova Planning Department.

NF, NP: No mitigation measures are required.

3.10-6: Cumulative Biological Resources Impacts. Implementation of the project SU SU SU SU No Direct,
together with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects would result in a No Indirect
cumulatively significant loss of biological resources in the region. The project’s

incremental contribution to this significant cumulative impact is cumulatively

considerable.

Note: PP = Proposed Project Alternative; HD = High Density Alternative; IM = Impact Minimization Alternative; NF = No Federal Action Alternative; NP = No Project Alternative.
For impacts labeled B, LTS, NI, No Direct, and/or No Indirect, no mitigation measures are required. B = Beneficial, LTS = Less than significant, LTS(m) = Less than significant with
mitigation, NI = No Impact, PS = Potentially Significant, S = Significant, SU = Significant and Unavoidable, SU(m) = Significant and Unavoidable with mitigation



3.5 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—WATER SUPPLY

This section is structured in a manner to make clear to agencies, decision-makers, and the public that water for the
initial and long-term potable-water needs of the proposed project would come from different sources and would
require different conveyance systems. To provide additional clarification for the reader, the discussion of the
affected environment is presented first and includes a brief summary of regional and local water supply planning.
The regulatory background is presented next; followed by the thresholds of significance, which includes a
description of the relationship of the project to recent decisions in applicable California case law along with the
applicable thresholds based on Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA
Guidelines); and then the methodology used to analyze potential project impacts related to water supply is
presented. Finally, the potential impacts of project implementation on initial and long-term water supplies and
conveyance facilities are analyzed; where appropriate, mitigation measures are provided to avoid or minimize
impacts to the extent feasible.

To fully evaluate the specific impacts associated with water supply demand and conveyance facilities, this
recirculated draft environmental impact report (DEIR)/supplemental draft environmental impact statement (DEIS)
separates the initial water supply demands and conveyance facilities and the long-term water supplies and water
conveyance facilities into separate impacts at both the program level and the project level. Other available
alternatives are identified for both initial and long-term water supplies in the event that the proposed initial or
long-term water supplies are delayed or never provided.

351 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
WATER FORUM AGREEMENT

The Water Forum process brought together a diverse group of stakeholders that included water managers,
business and agricultural leaders, environmentalists, citizen groups, and representatives of local governments to
evaluate available water resources and the future water needs of the Sacramento metropolitan area. The coequal
objectives of the Water Forum are (1) to provide a reliable and safe water supply for the region’s economic health
and planned development through the year 2030; and (2) to preserve the fishery, wildlife, recreational, and
aesthetic values of the lower American River. The first objective will be met by additional diversions of surface
water for the conjunctive use of surface water and groundwater, expanded water demand management programs,
and use of recycled water. The second objective will be met by regulating American River flow patterns

(or “modifying” American River flow) to improve instream fish habitat (spawning/hatching/rearing), as well as
implementation of the Habitat Management Element of the Water Forum Agreement (WFA).

Demand management/water conservation is essential to meeting the coequal objectives of the WFA. Conservation
will reduce the amount of groundwater and surface water (including water from the American River) required for
future growth. As a signatory to the WFA and as a water contractor under the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s
(Reclamation’s) Central Valley Project (CVP), the Sacramento County Water Agency (SCWA) is committed to
implementing the water conservation best management practices (BMPs) defined in the Water Conservation
Element of the WFA. Technical studies prepared in support of the WFA indicate that implementation of the
BMPs (most notably the provision for water meter retrofits and demand pricing) will result in a demand factor
reduction of 25.6% relative to the 1990 baseline by the year 2030.

The 1999 Water Forum EIR evaluated SCWA'’s water supply needs in combination with other water supply needs
in the region. SCWA agreed to a series of actions and commitments related to diversions of surface water, dry-
year supplies, fishery flows, habitat management, water conservation, and groundwater management. The 2030
demand and water supplies identified in the Water Forum EIR were used by Sacramento County (County) (in its
role as a land use agency) to describe an area of development that could be served by these supplies. The Water
Forum EIR evaluated the provision of water for a 30-year planning period based on land use projections. The
2005 Zone 40 Water Supply Master Plan (WSMP) relied on the County of Sacramento General Plan to identify
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where urban development would occur within the county, consistent with WFA purveyor-specific agreements for
water service to those areas.

In Sacramento County, three groundwater subbasins—the North Area (the area north of the American River),
Central Area (roughly the area between the American and Cosumnes Rivers), and South Area (generally the area
south of the Cosumnes River)—have been identified. Zone 40 lies entirely within the Central Area. Technical
studies conducted in support of the WFA provided a basis for defining the negotiated sustainable yield for each of
the three Sacramento County subbasins. Based on negotiated levels of acceptable impacts associated with
operating the basins at specified extraction volumes, the WFA negotiated a sustainable long-term average annual
yield for the Central Area of 273,000 acre-feet per year (afy), including groundwater pumping in the Central
Basin.

SACRAMENTO COUNTY WATER AGENCY

SCWA undertook a comprehensive update of its water supply planning process in response to the requirements of
the WFA through the Zone 40 WSMP, which was adopted in February 2005 (SCWA 2005a). The purpose of the
Zone 40 WSMP was to identify available water and the infrastructure necessary to deliver water to a subarea
within Zone 40 known as the 2030 Study Area. The 2030 Study Area encompasses approximately 46,600 acres
(including portions of the cities of EIk Grove and Rancho Cordova) where development of industrial, commercial,
office, and residential land uses is expected to occur and where demand for water is expected to be concentrated
during the planning horizon of the WSMP (i.e., 2030).

As a signatory to the WFA, SCWA has agreed to ensure that water conservation and demand management—
necessary steps to achieve WFA objectives—are integrated into future growth and water planning activities in its
service area. The Zone 40 WSMP provides a flexible plan of water management options that can be implemented
and modified if conditions that affect the availability and feasibility of water supply sources change in the future.
The goal of the Zone 40 WSMP is to carry out a conjunctive-use program, which is defined as the coordinated
management of surface water and groundwater supplies to maximize the yield of available water resources.

The conjunctive-use program for Zone 40 includes the use of groundwater, surface water, remediated water, and
recycled water supplies. It also includes a financing program for the construction of a new surface-water diversion
structure; surface-water treatment plant; water conveyance pipelines; and groundwater extraction, treatment, and
distribution facilities. The Zone 40 WSMP evaluates several options for facilities to deliver surface water and
groundwater to development within Zone 40, as well as the financing mechanisms to provide water to the 2030
Study Area.

During development of the Zone 40 WSMP, the general plans for the newly incorporated Cities of Elk Grove and
Rancho Cordova were not available; therefore, the County of Sacramento General Plan (County of Sacramento
1993) was the planning document used to project growth and development anticipated to occur within an area
defined as the Urban Policy Area (UPA). The County’s UPA is defined as the area anticipated to build out with
urban development within the planning horizon of the general plan (year 2024). This area is known as the 2030
Study Area. The southern boundary of the 2030 Study Area generally coincides with the County’s UPA.

The 2030 Study Area was delineated based on the County’s identified growth areas and the area of land that was
planned to be served by the negotiated firm water supply identified in the WFA. Because of the time frame of the
Zone 40 WSMP and the likelihood that the UPA would be expanded during the next general plan update
(currently under way), SCWA identified four likely areas outside the UPA where urban expansion was logical and
could occur; however, SCWA acknowledges that it is not a land use agency and is not responsible for approving
growth and development within its service area, and it identified Sacramento County, the City of Rancho
Cordova, and the City of ElIk Grove as the lead agencies responsible for such decisions. The areas included in the
2030 Study Area were selected based on their adjacency to the UPA. The 2030 Study Area also captured active
projects and included the newly incorporated City of Rancho Cordova.
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SCWA prepared a DEIR to analyze the impacts of implementing the Zone 40 WSMP. The environmental analysis
included an evaluation of how environmental conditions would be expected to change as a result of the Zone 40
WSMP, which includes implementation of a conjunctive-use program of groundwater, surface-water, and
recycled-water supplies, as well as a financing program for the construction of a new surface-water diversion
structure; surface-water treatment plant; water conveyance pipelines; groundwater extraction, treatment, storage,
and distribution facilities; and recycled-water storage and distribution facilities. The DEIR was prepared and
circulated for public review in November 2003 (SCH #95082041), and the final environmental impact report
(FEIR) was certified and the master plan was approved in 2005. Because there was no legal challenge to the
WSMP and its EIR, the EIR is deemed as a matter of law to be adequate under CEQA for its intended purposes.
(Public Resources Code, Section 21167.2.)

The Rio del Oro project site lies wholly within Zone 40 and partially within the 2030 Study Area. Although the
2030 Study Area does not cover the entire project site, a portion of the water supply demand (1,500 afy) for this
area, identified in the Zone 40 WSMP as the Security Park area, has been included within the Zone 40 WSMP.

Related Water Supply Projects

Since approval of the Zone 40 WSMP (SCWA 2005a), SCWA has pursued and is in various stages of planning
several projects that would implement specific elements of the WSMP. These projects are briefly summarized
below.

Freeport Regional Water Project

The Freeport Regional Water Authority (FRWA) was created by exercise of a joint-powers agreement between
SCWA and the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD). FRWA'’s basic purpose is to increase the reliability
of water service for customers, reduce rationing during droughts, and facilitate conjunctive use of surface-water
and groundwater supplies in central Sacramento County. The FRWA developed the Freeport Regional Water
Project (FRWP) to meet the objectives of SCWA and EBMUD.

The FRWP involves construction of a 185-million-gallon-per-day (mgd) intake facility and pumping plant located
on the Sacramento River, a reservoir and water treatment plant (WTP), a terminal facility located at the point of
delivery to the Folsom South Canal, a canal pumping plant located at the terminus of the Folsom South Canal, an
aqueduct pumping plant and pretreatment facility near the Mokelumne Aqueducts/Camanche Reservoir area, and
pipelines to deliver water from the intake facility to the Zone 40 Vineyard Surface WTP and to the Mokelumne
Aqueduct. (Freeport Regional Water Authority 2003.)

A DEIR/DEIS was prepared and circulated for public review in July 2003 (SCH #2002032132), and the FEIR
was certified in April 2004. No legal challenge was filed under CEQA or NEPA. FRWA subsequently completed
federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) compliance in fall 2004, leading to Reclamation’s issuance of the record
of decision in January 2005. Minor adjustments to the project were made after certification of the FEIR, and a
supplemental initial study/mitigated negative declaration (IS/MND) was prepared and circulated for public review
in February 2006. The supplemental IS/MND was adopted in March 2006.

The project is currently under construction and estimated to be operation in late 2009 or early 2010. Once
operational, the FRWP will provide SCWA with up to 85 mgd of surface water from the Sacramento River that
would be conveyed by FRWA to SCWA’s Vineyard Surface WTP. The remaining 100 mgd of the 185 mgd
diverted from the Sacramento River would be conveyed past the Vineyard Surface WTP by EBMUD to the
Folsom South Canal, which would convey the water to the Mokelumne Aqueduct for use within EBMUD’s
service area during dry years.
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Vineyard Surface Water Treatment Plant

SCWA will construct the Vineyard Surface WTP (previously referred to as the Central Surface WTP) and
associated water supply facilities to provide potable water to existing and approved future development within the
SCWA Zone 40 area. The Vineyard Surface WTP would be located west of the intersection of Florin and
Excelsior Roads, at the northeast corner of Florin and Knox Roads in Sacramento County.

The objective of constructing the Vineyard Surface WTP is to provide capacity for treating 100 mgd of raw
surface water and remediated groundwater, and to serve approved land uses in the Zone 40 service area. Water
would be diverted from the Sacramento River via the FRWP facilities and conveyed to the Vineyard Surface
WTP for treatment and delivery to SCWA Zone 40. After the water is treated at the Vineyard Surface WTP, it
would be delivered to the project site through the North Service Area Pipeline Project (NSAPP).

The environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the Vineyard Surface WTP were analyzed at a
programmatic level in the Zone 40 WSMP, and at a project-level in an IS/MND (SCH #20047092050), which was
circulated for public review in September 2004. The IS/MND was adopted by the County on October 10, 2004.
SCWA awarded a contract for construction of the Vineyard Surface WTP in January 2008. Construction is
estimated to begin in spring 2008 and the plant is anticipated to be operational in 2011, with full buildout by 2029
(SCWA 2007b).

Eastern County Replacement Water Supply Project

The SCWA is proposing the Eastern County Replacement Water Supply Project (RWSP) in eastern Sacramento
County. The RWSP would consist of a system of conveyance facilities (i.e., pipelines and pump stations) to
transport remediated water from groundwater extraction and treatment (GET) facilities to surface streams with
discharge points along the American River. The GET-remediated water would be diverted at Reclamation’s
Folsom South Canal, the City of Sacramento’s Fairbairn WTP diversion, and the FRWP intake structure
(currently under construction) on the Sacramento River, downstream of the American River confluence. Diverted
GET-remediated water would be delivered to the Golden State Water Company (GSWC) and the Cosumnes River
via the Folsom South Canal, Cal-American Water Company (Cal-Am) via the Fairbairn diversion, and SCWA
wholesale and retail customers via the FRWP intake structure. No new diversion facilities are part proposed as
part of the RWSP. Under the proposed RWSP, water for SCWA users would be diverted at the FRWP and treated
at the Vineyard Surface WTP. As discussed above, those facilities have already undergone CEQA environmental
review and are under construction.

The DEIR (SCH #2004042122) for the RWSP was circulated for public review in October 2006. The DEIR
comment period has closed, but currently there is no date scheduled for consideration of approval and certification
of a FEIR. As more discussed below, SCWA does not anticipate implementing the RWSP in its entirety as
described in the DEIR and will be seeking changes to the current Aerojet-County Agreement, discussed below.

North Service Area Pipeline Project

Water would be conveyed from the Vineyard Surface WTP to the North Service Area via the NSAPP.

The preferred alignment would begin at the Vineyard Surface WTP and continue east along Florin Road. At the
intersection of Florin Road and Eagles Nest Road, the pipeline would head north along Eagles Nest Road, which
transitions into Zinfandel Road at the intersection of Douglas Road. The pipeline continues north along Zinfandel
Road to a storage tank and pump station just north of Douglas Road and adjacent to the east side of the Folsom
South Canal. In addition to providing water supplies to the project (including the Cal-Am portion where
wholesale Zone 40 water supplies would be delivered), the NSAPP would also serve the Mather, Sunrise
Corridor, Sunrise Douglas, and Westborough areas.

A proposed North Service Area pipeline alignment was identified in the 2005 Zone 40 WSMP EIR, and the
environmental impacts of the construction of the pipeline were analyzed at a programmatic level in the Zone 40
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WSMP. The NSAPP has not undergone project-level CEQA review, but SCWA expects that an EIR for the
NSAPP will be prepared in 2008. The date that this pipeline would be in service is currently unknown, but is
estimated at 2014.

Related Water Supply Planning Documents

In addition to the Zone 40 WSMP, SCWA has adopted other comprehensive water supply planning documents
intended to work together to form the planning basis for the Zone 40 service area. These documents are briefly
summarized below.

Central Sacramento County Groundwater Management Plan

The Central Sacramento County Groundwater Forum was initiated in 2002 by the Water Forum Successor Effort
to carry out a portion of the Water Forum’s mission to develop a groundwater management program to protect the
health and viability of the central Sacramento County groundwater basin for both current users and future
generations.

The Central Sacramento County Groundwater Forum developed the Central Sacramento County Groundwater
Management Plan (February 2006) (CSCGMP), which sets forth objectives for managing the groundwater basin
underlying Zone 40 and establishes parameters for monitoring the performance of the management strategies.
The CSGGMP is intended to adapt to changing conditions within the groundwater basin and to be updated and
refined to reflect progress made in achieving the CSCGMP objectives.

Zone 40 Groundwater Management Plan

SCWA prepared a groundwater management plan (SCWA 2004b) for Zone 40. Although groundwater
management plans are typically prepared for entire groundwater basins (in this case the Central Basin), SCWA’s
groundwater management plan addresses only the boundaries of Zone 40, which encompasses most but not all of
the Central Basin. The goal of the plan is to ensure a viable groundwater resource for beneficial uses, including
water for adjacent purveyors; and agricultural, residential, industrial, and municipal supplies that support the
WFA'’s coequal objectives of providing a reliable and safe water supply and preserving the fishery, wildlife,
recreational, and aesthetic values of the lower American River. In addition, the plan promotes the enhancement of
maintaining ecological flows in the Cosumnes River. The Zone 40 groundwater management plan is now
superseded by the CSCGMP. However, before the CSCGMP, groundwater management within Zone 40 by
SCWA was based on the Zone 40 groundwater management plan.

2005 Zone 41 Urban Water Management Plan

The 2005 Zone 41 Urban Water Management Plan (Zone 41 UWMP) (SCWA 2005b) was prepared by SCWA
and adopted by the SCWA Board of Directors on December 6, 2005. The plan addresses water supply and
demand issues, water supply reliability, water conservation, water shortage contingencies, and recycled-water
usage for the areas within Sacramento County where Zone 41 provides retail water services, including the Zone
40 service area and other areas outside of Zone 40 where Zone 41 has contracts to provide water (e.g., Zone 50,
Sacramento Suburban Water District). Zone 41 is responsible for the operations and maintenance of all the water
supply facilities within the defined service area and retails and wholesales water to its defined service area and to
agencies where agreements are in place to purchase water from SCWA. The water demands for the proposed
project, which were identified in the Zone 40 WSMP, are included in the Zone 41 UWMP.

Because SCWA'’s conjunctive-use groundwater program would be implemented only within Zone 40, the Zone 41
UWMP presents information about projected water supply and demand separately for areas within Zone 40 and
areas outside of Zone 40. However, the Zone 41 UWMP does not specifically describe how projected future water
supplies would be allocated within the Zone 40 region (e.g., how water would be allocated to the city of Rancho
Cordova).
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Zone 40 Water System Infrastructure Plan

To build on the 2005 Zone 40 WSMP, SCWA prepared the Zone 40 Water System Infrastructure Plan (November
2006) (Zone 40 WSIP) that addresses how identified 2030 water supplies addressed in both the Zone 41 Urban
Water Management Plan (UWMP) and the Zone 40 WSMP would be allocated among users within its service
area. The WSIP provides the most up-to-date information on Zone 40’s water supplies, demands, and
infrastructure; provides project-level detail that is necessary for implementation of the preferred pipeline
alignment alternatives; and it also fills in the gaps of associated smaller infrastructure requirements, including a
description of facility construction and phasing as well as operational requirements from existing conditions
through ultimate buildout of the water system. As such, it is not a document that is formally adopted, and the plan
is not required to go through environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

The Zone 40 WSIP divides the Zone 40 service area into three major subareas for planning purposes. From east to
west, these areas are identified as the North Service Area, the Central Service Area, and the South Service Area.
A portion of the City’s planning area, including the project site and areas identified as Mather, Sunrise Corridor,
Sunrise Douglas, and Westborough, are located within the boundary of the North Service Area.

Related Water Supply Agreements

In addition to the Zone 40 WSMP, SCWA has entered into agreements that require delivery of water to purveyors
and for beneficial uses. These agreements are briefly summarized below.

GET Remediated Water and the Agreement between Sacramento County, the Sacramento
County Water Agency, and Aerojet General Corporation

Aerojet General Corporation (Aerojet) currently extracts and treats contaminated groundwater at various GET
facilities at or near its property in eastern Sacramento County. The GET facilities are operated under one or more
directives from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB), and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). The directives
require extraction of contaminated groundwater, treatment of the groundwater, and appropriate discharge of
treated groundwater, principally to the American River. The GET facilities currently extract, treat, and discharge
to the American River approximately 15,000 afy of GET-Remediated Water, and these facilities are being
expanded under government oversight over the next several years to extract, treat, and discharge more than
26,000 afy. Additionally, there are two other GET facilities (also under environmental agency oversight) that
presently discharge to Morrison Creek, but can, through construction of new pipelines, discharge to the American
River. One of the GET facilities discharging to Morrison Creek is operated by McDonnell Douglas Corporation
(MDC)/Boeing, which, along with Aerojet, is obligated to remediate groundwater migrating from portions of
property formerly owned by MDC/Boeing and currently owned by Aerojet. Upon completion of all planned GET
facilities, and if the water currently discharging to Morrison Creek is redirected to the American River through
pipelines, more than 35,000 afy of treated groundwater would be discharged to the American River.

GET-Remediated Water is currently discharged to the American River and is available for diversion at the FRWP
on the Sacramento River under agreement between Aerojet and SCWA authorizing that diversion. The agreement,
which was entered in 2003, grants to SCWA the GET-Remediated Water discharged to the American River.

In exchange for this water, among other matters, SCWA agreed to provide replacement water to GSWC and Cal-
Am through a replacement water supply project and to provide water for development for the Aerojet properties
(including Rio del Oro) in excess of the replacement water-supply obligations. (Agreement Between Sacramento
County, The Sacramento County Water Agency, and Aerojet General Corporation with Respect to Groundwater
and Related Issues within the Eastern Portion of Sacramento County [August 27, 2003]) (Aerojet-County
Agreement).

The Aerojet-SCWA Agreement allowed either party to terminate the agreement if SCWA has not certified the
FEIR and approved the RWSP by a specified date. The specified date has now passed. Neither party has yet acted
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to terminate the Aerojet-County Agreement and it currently remains in effect; however, SCWA has informed
Aerojet that it will require changes to the Aerojet-County Agreement and that it does not anticipate
implementation of the RWSP in its entirety as currently described in the RWSP DEIR.

SCWA also entered into an agreement with MDC/Boeing under which SCWA would be granted GET-
Remediated Water allocable to MDC/Boeing from the facility that MDC/Boeing operates (Agreement Between
Sacramento County, The Sacramento County Water Agency, and McDonnell Douglas Corporation with Respect
to Groundwater and Related Issues within the Eastern Portion of Sacramento County [August 29, 2003]) (MDC-
County Agreement). The MDC-County Agreement contained a different termination clause, and that agreement
has been terminated because SCWA had not approved the RWSP by a date specified in that agreement. The water
that was contemplated under this MDC-County Agreement is not necessary for the Rio del Oro project.

Approval and implementation of the RWSP by SCWA as described in the RWSP DEIR is not required for GET-
Remediated Water to be available to SCWA to meet Rio del Oro’s demand in addition to SCWA’s existing and
other projected future demands. The GET-Remediated Water is already being discharged to the American River at
guantities sufficient to meet this increased demand from Rio del Oro and could be made available to SCWA at
FRWP through implementation of the Aerojet-County Agreement, a modified agreement, or a new agreement.

Golden State Water Company Agreement

Aerojet and GSWC entered in a Master Settlement Agreement (MSA) under which both parties agreed to
Aerojet’s obligations to provide replacement water, as needed, for supply lost as a result of groundwater
contamination from past activities by Aerojet. The MSA contains a contingency plan under which Aerojet and
GSWC have reached agreement on certain actions, and which provides for a mechanism to resolve disputes if
changes in the contingency plan are required. GSWC entered into a water supply agreement with Sacramento
County and SCWA concurrent with the MSA. The water supply agreement assists with the implementation of the
MSA, and the Aerojet-County Agreement by establishing the terms and conditions under which SCWA would be
responsible for providing replacement groundwater to GSWC. The agreements provide a negotiated solution to
sharing the groundwater resources in this portion of Sacramento County. The water supply agreement requires
that the County approve a replacement water supply project (as such the County has circulated the RWSP DEIR).
Should the RWSP be approved, the water supply agreement requires SCWA to make replacement water available
to GSWC, the SCWA would be required to deliver 5,000 afy of replacement water to GSWC'’s intake facilities on
the Folsom South Canal. GSWC’s need for additional replacement water (i.e., water amounts greater than

5,000 afy) would be determined annually in a meet-and-confer session with SCWA. Regardless of demonstrated
need, GSWC’s total maximum allocation of replacement water supply in any year could not exceed 15,200 acre-
feet (af) (i.e., 5,000 afy delivered to GSWC at the Folsom South Canal plus a maximum of 10,200 afy through
FRWP facilities). (City of Rancho Cordova 2006b, Golden State Water Company 2005.)

Cal-Am Agreement

Currently, no separate replacement water supply agreement exists between SCWA and Cal-Am. To the extent that
the County is obligated to provide replacement water to Cal-Am under the Aerojet-County Agreement

(or modified agreement), it is the intent of SCWA to negotiate such an agreement. SCWA has been working
cooperatively with the City of Sacramento to investigate ways to deliver Place of Use (POU) surface water

(or replacement water in dry years) to Cal-Am’s service area, which lies within the POU (this includes up to
5,000 afy of either POU or replacement water). This would allow groundwater currently being extracted in the
POU area to be imported into areas affected by groundwater contamination within Zone 40. (City of Rancho
Cordova 2006b.)

Lower Cosumnes River Environmental and Water Management MOA

The Memorandum of Agreement for the Management for Water and Environmental Resources Associated with
the Lower Cosumnes River has been entered into by SCWA, the Southeast Sacramento County Agricultural Water
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Authority, and The Nature Conservancy (TNC). The goal of the memorandum of agreement (MOA) is to restore
and maintain key functions of the Cosumnes River corridor while furthering conjunctive use in the agricultural
areas between the American and Cosumnes Rivers and from the Cosumnes River to the southern boundary of
Sacramento County. The signatories to the MOA seek to ensure the viability of both the agricultural economic
base and ecosystems associated with the Cosumnes River. Through the MOA, the signatories are committed to
working together to enhance conjunctive use within the region to reduce groundwater pumping and improve flow
conditions in the Cosumnes River. The proposed project would make available approximately 5,000 afy to
SCWA, which would make the water available to TNC. TNC would need to obtain the necessary agreements to
divert the water from Folsom South Canal to the Cosumnes River for supplemental flows on a schedule that is
beneficial for fisheries enhancement and groundwater recharge.

Existing and Projected Water Demands for SCWA Zone 40

As part of the Zone 40 WSMP, water demand was calculated for various land uses within the 2030 Study Area.
Table 3.5-1 identifies existing and projected land uses and water demands for 2000 and 2030 within SCWA’s

Zone 40 2030 Study Area.
Table 3.5-1
Current and Projected Water Demands for SCWA Zone 40
zizr\/zv%?grf;?]:nsf Year 2030 Water Demand
Land Use Category Unit Water Water Unit Water Water
Land Use Land Use
Demand Factors (acres) Demand Demand Factors (acres) Demand
(affaclyr) (afy) (affaclyr) (afy)
Rural Estates 1.57 304 477 1.33 718 955
Single-Family 3.40 3,387 11,516 2.89 14,867 42,966
Multifamily—Low Density 4.36 285 1,243 3.70 1,173 4,340
Multifamily—High Density 4.85 0 0 4,12 0 0
Commercial 3.24 254 823 2.75 1,042 2,866
Industrial 3.19 1,257 4,010 2.71 2,395 6,490
Industrial—Unutilized 0.00 0 0 0.00 1,463 0
Public 1.22 692 844 1.04 4,349 4,523
Public Recreation 4.08 400 1,632 3.46 2,865 9,913
Mixed Land Use 2.95 840 2,478 2.51 12,985 32,592
Developed Land Use 7,419 23,023 41,857 104,645
Right-of-Way 0.25 726 182 0.21 2,526 530
Water Use Subtotal 23,205 105,175
Water System Losses (7.5%) 1,740 7,888
Zone 40 Water Production 24,945 113,063
Urban and rural areas not
currently being served by Zone 40 5,127 NA 0 NA
Vacant 27,583 NA 2,225 NA
Agriculture 5,766 NA 12 NA
Total Land and Water Use 46,621 24,945 46,620 113,063

40 would be in addition to urban water demand.

Source: SCWA 2005a

Notes: af/ac/yr = acre-feet per acre per year; afy = acre-feet per year; NA = not applicable; SCWA = Sacramento County Water Agency.
SCWA Zone 40 does not supply water to meet agricultural demand within its Zone 40 service area. Agricultural water demand within Zone

Minor discrepancies in acreage totals are a result of rounding in land use data.
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The project site lies wholly within Zone 40, and a portion (1,505 acres) of the project site lies within the 2030
Study Area. Specifically, this portion falls within what SCWA identified in the Zone 40 WSMP as the Security
Park area, where a water demand of 1,500 afy was assumed. (The Security Park region of the WSMP includes
both the Security Park and lands immediately surrounding it, and therefore includes some of the lands that are
located within the project site. However, the Security Park itself is not part of the project site.) The remaining
water demand for the project site would be met with GET-Remediated Water and infrastructure made available
through the FRWP and NSAPP.

Water Supply Sources for SCWA Zone 40

The Water Forum has defined conjunctive use as “the planned joint use of surface and groundwater to improve
overall water supply reliability.” Since its formation, Zone 40 has had as its goal the development of a
conjunctive-use water supply system. As such, the areas inside Zone 40 are served conjunctively with
groundwater (pumped from the Central Basin), surface water, recycled water, and remediated water (GET-
Remediated Water). Available surface-water supplies would be maximized in wet years; groundwater supplies
would be maximized in dry years through increased pumping at SCWA’s groundwater facilities. In all
consecutive dry years, water-demand management programs would be implemented to a higher degree

(e.g., greater conservation, reduced outdoor use) to reduce the potential impacts from increased extraction of
groundwater.

Table 3.5-2 summarizes SCWA'’s Zone 40 current and planned water supplies for normal water years (i.e., years
when rainfall and water supply represent the long-term average). The following discussion identifies and
characterizes the water supply sources that will be used to meet projected demands within Zone 40 (not including
GET-Remediated Water).

Table 3.5-2
Water Supplies for SCWA Zone 40"
Component of Water Supply Average Annual Supply (afy)
Surface Water? 68,637
Groundwater 40,900
Recycled Water 4,400
Total Supplies 113,937

Notes:

afy = acre-feet per year; SCWA = Sacramento County Water Agency

' This table presents Zone 40 water supply sources only. It does not account for any available groundwater extraction and treatment (GET)—
Remediated Water supply.

The total estimated average annual supply of surface water is the sum of existing entitlements and proposed future entitlements.

Sources: SCWA 2005a, 2005b

2

SURFACE-WATER SUPPLIES FOR SCWA ZONE 40

SCWA surface-water supplies come from the American and Sacramento Rivers. The components of the surface-
water supply in Zone 40 are shown in Table 3.5-3 and described below. SCWA'’s total estimated long-term
average annual supply of surface water (existing entitlements and proposed future entitlements) is 68,637 afy.
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Table 3.5-3
Existing and Proposed Supplies of Surface Water for SCWA Zone 40

Existing or Entitlement Amount Estimated Long-
Component Water Source Proposed Future (afy) Term Average
Supply Supply (afy)
SMUD Assignment American River Existing 30,000 26,000
“Fazio” Water (PL 101-514) American River Existing 15,000 13,551
Appropriative Water Supplies Sacramento River Planned * Undetermined 14,586
Other Transfer-Water Supplies American River Planned Undetermined 5,200
City of Sacramento Wholesale Water
Agreement to Supply that Portion of . . 1
Zone 40 within the City’s American American River Planned 9,300 9,300
River POU
Total Surface Water 68,637
Notes:

afy = acre-feet per year; PL = Public Law; POU = Place of Use; SCWA = Sacramento County Water Agency; SMUD = Sacramento Municipal
Utility District;

' Per SCWA, final agreement for this water is expected to be negotiated by spring 2008.

Sources: SCWA 2005a, 2005b; Coppola, pers. comm., 2008

Existing Central Valley Project Water Supply Entitlements for SCWA Zone 40
SMUD Assignment

Under the terms of a three-party agreement (SCWA, Sacramento Municipal Utility District [SMUD], and the
City of Sacramento), the City of Sacramento provides surface water to SMUD for use at two of SMUD’s
cogeneration facilities. SMUD, in turn, has assigned 15,000 afy of its CVP contract water to SCWA for municipal
and industrial use. Each of these contracts remains in effect until they expire in 2010.

SMUD’s WFA purveyor-specific agreements directs SMUD to assign a second 15,000 afy of surface water to
SCWA for municipal and industrial uses, and to enable SCWA to construct groundwater facilities to provide
water needed to meet SMUD’s demand of up to 10,000 afy at its cogeneration facility during water shortages in
dry years.

Central Valley Project Water (Public Law 101-514 [“Fazio Water"])

In April 1999, SCWA executed a CVP water-service contract pursuant to Public Law 101-514 (referred to as
“Fazio water”) that provides a permanent water supply of 22,000 afy, with 15,000 afy allocated to SCWA and
7,000 afy allocated to the City of Folsom. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued biological opinions (BOs) on the contract in accordance with the federal ESA.
Reclamation issued a record of decision on the water service contracts on April 7, 1999. The BO issued by NMFS
limited the water diversion amount to 7,200 afy until new fish screens were installed at the City of Sacramento’s
Sacramento River water treatment plant. Construction of a fish screen was completed in 2004 for the City of
Sacramento’s municipal intake facility along the Sacramento River, and now the full contract amount of

15,000 afy is available and authorized through the contract. This screen protects outmigrating spring-, fall-, and
winter-run chinook salmon; Central Valley steelhead; Delta smelt; Sacramento splittail; and resident game and
nongame fish from entrainment. SCWA began taking delivery of the Fazio water in 1999 at the City of
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Sacramento’s Franklin connection through a long-term wheeling agreement with the City of Sacramento.
This contract remains in effect until it expires in 2024.

SCWA's Planned Entitlements to Surface-Water Supply
Appropriative Water Supplies

SCWA has submitted an application to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) for appropriation of
water from the Sacramento River (the County Board of Supervisors authorized submittal of this application on
June 13, 1995). This water is considered “intermittent water” that typically would be available during normal
years or wet years (i.e., years when rainfall, and hence water supply, are greater than average). This water could
be used to meet system demand, and it could possibly be used for future groundwater recharge through recharge-
percolating groundwater basins or direct injection of surface water into the aquifer. The maximum, minimum, and
average annual use of appropriative water is 71,000 af, 0 af, and 21,700 af, respectively. In close to 30% of the
years, 12,000 af or less of appropriative water is used. The FRWP and Vineyard Surface WTP would be used to
deliver the surface water. SCWA expects that final agreement for this water will be negotiated by spring 2008
(Coppola, pers. comm., 2008).

City of Sacramento’s American River Place of Use Agreement

SCWA is pursuing an agreement under which the City of Sacramento would wholesale American River water to
SCWA for use in a portion of the SCWA 2030 Study Area that lies within the City of Sacramento’s American
River POU. The estimated long-term average volume of water that would be used by SCWA within this POU
would be approximately 9,300 afy. SCWA expects that final agreement for this water will be negotiated by spring
2008 (Coppola, pers. comm., 2008).

Other Transfer Supplies

SCWA is pursuing purchase and transfer agreements with other entities north of its service area in the Sacramento
River basin. SCWA'’s estimated long-term average use of these water supplies would be approximately 5,200 afy.
This water would be purchased only in dry and critically dry years. None of these agreements have been executed
at this time; they are still in the preliminary negotiation stage.

Surface-Water Supplies for Dry Years

In wet and normal water years, SCWA would divert surface water from the American and Sacramento Rivers
consistent with the entitlement contracts described above. The underlying groundwater basin would be
replenished in wet years as a result of this reliance on surface water. In dry water years, SCWA’s surface water
could be reduced based on recommended dry-year cutback volumes outlined in the WFA—those volumes that
purveyors have agreed to not divert from the American River during dry years. During dry years, SCWA would
increase groundwater pumping so that it could continue to meet customers’ water demand, and it would
implement a water-shortage contingency plan that would result in a 28% reduction in water demand (SCWA
2005b).

Groundwater within SCWA Zone 40

The Central Area groundwater subbasin (i.e., the Central Basin) corresponds to the South American Sub-Basin
(California Department of Water Resources [DWR] Basin Number 5-21.65) and is located between the American
River and the Cosumnes River. Zone 40 is located within the Central Basin.

Groundwater in the Central Basin is classified as occurring in a shallow aquifer zone or in an underlying deeper
aquifer zone. Within Zone 40, the shallow aquifer extends to approximately 200-300 feet below the ground
surface; in general, the water quality in this zone is considered good, except for the occurrence of low levels of
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arsenic in some locations. The shallow aquifer is typically used for private domestic wells and requires no
treatment unless naturally occurring arsenic is encountered.

The deep aquifer is semiconfined by and separated from the shallow aquifer by a discontinuous clay layer.

The base of the deep aquifer averages approximately 1,400 feet below the ground surface. Water at the base of the
deep aquifer has higher concentrations of total dissolved solids. Iron and manganese typically found in the deep
aquifer are at levels requiring treatment. Groundwater used in Zone 40 is supplied from both the shallow and
deeper aquifer systems.

Recharge to the aquifer system occurs along river and stream channels where extensive sand and gravel deposits
exist, particularly along the American, Cosumnes, and Sacramento River channels. Additional recharge occurs
along the eastern boundary of Sacramento County at the transition point from the consolidated rocks of the Sierra
Nevada.

Groundwater elevations through much of the Central Basin generally declined from the 1950s to about 1980 by
about 20-30 feet. From 1980 to 1983, water levels recovered by abou